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Preface 


I am grateful to the many colleagues and friends from whom I 
have learned about Rousseau, or who have called my attention to 
infelicities or occasional mistakes in the translations and in the Edi¬ 
torial Notes, among them Steven Angle, Joshua Cohen, Maurice 
Cranston, Lydia Goehr, Wolfgang Iser, Leon Kass, Sam Kerstein, 
Ralph Leigh, Mark Lilia, John McCarthy, Terence Marshall, Hein¬ 
rich Meier, Donald J. Moon, Robert D. Richardson Jr., Charles 
Sherover, Karl Heim Stierle, William Trousdale, Robert Wokler. 
Professor Raymond Geuss has been unstinting in his advice regard¬ 
ing the content and the form of the Introductions. 

Annotating texts as varied and as rich in references of every kind 
as these is a cumulative task. No single editor is so learned as to 
pick up and identify every one of Rousseau’s sources and allusions. 
All students of these rich and rewarding texts are in the debt of 
the learned editors who have come before us, and we can only hope 
to repay a part of that debt by doing our share in helping those 
who will come after us. After a time some references become 
common property. I have named the sources and editions I have 
consulted in acknowledgment of such general debts. In the cases 
where I am aware of owing information to a particular editor, or 
an accurate or felicitous rendering to a particular translator, I have 
indicated that fact. In some cases I mention differences with a given 
edition; it should be clear that by doing so, I also indicate my esteem 
for that edition: it is the one worth taking seriously. I have recorded 
specific help in making sense of a particular passage or in tracking 
down an obscure quotation in the corresponding Editorial Note. 
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I am indebted to Joy Johannessen, Revan Schendler and Mark 
Lilia for their care in going over some of the new translations. 

Virginia Catmur has been the most vigilant and tactful copy- 
editor, and I am most grateful to her for catching embarrassingly 
many errors and correcting numerous infelicities. 

I did some of the research for these volumes during a year’s 
fellowship at the Wissenschaftskolleg zu Berlin. The K.ol!eg, its 
Director, Professor Wolf Lepenies, and its staff have created a 
uniquely congenial setting for productive scholarship. 1 welcome 
this opportunity to thank them publicly. 

I wish also to acknowledge research assistance from Wesleyan 
University over a period of years. 

I am most grateful to the reference staff of Wesleyan University’s 
Olin Library, and especially to the late Steven D. Lebergott, for 
their assistance. 

I wish most particularly to thank Mary Kelly for her many years 
of generous and patient help in transforming often untidy manu¬ 
scripts into legible texts. 

My greatest debt is to my wife, Jacqueline, who has again sus¬ 
tained and inspired me far beyond anything I could hope adequately 
to acknowledge. 

[ dedicate these volumes to the memory of my father. 



Introduction 

I 

The Discourse on Political Economy, Of the Social Contract, and the 
Considerations on the Government of Poland are Rousseau’s major 
constructive political writings, the works in which he seeks to 
redeem the promise and, as far as possible, to reduce the “incon¬ 
veniences” of politics. Perhaps no modern writer and certainly no 
modem thinker has celebrated the nobility of political life as vividly 
as has he. Yet it was only in his very last political writing, the 
Considerations on the Government of Poland, that he depicted the life 
of the citizen or patriot in anything like the Concrete detail in which 
he had depicted the conjectural savages of the pure state of nature, 
the domestic education of Emile, or the domestic economy of Clar- 
ens, the country estate of the Nouvelk Helotse. As has often been 
noted, the Political Economy and, in particular, the Social Contract 
are more concerned with the structure of the legitimate city, than 
they are with the particulars of its citizens’ lives. 

He wrote, or at least he finished, the Political Economy in 1755- 
1756, immediately after the Second Discourse. He published the two 
works which he called “treatises,” the Social Contract and Emile, 
in 1762. He must have been at work concurrently on at least parts 
of them. Both works were condemned by the civil as well as by the 
ecclesiastical authorities in France and in Geneva. Both were pub¬ 
licly burned. Warrants were issued for their author’s arrest. He was 
forced to flee, and spent much of the next decade on the run or 
living under an assumed name. It was during those years that he 
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began writing some of the autobiographical works for which he is 
also remembered. His specifically political writings during this 
period are the Letters Written from the Mountain (1764), the Project 
of a Constitution for Corsica (1765) and the Considerations on the 
Government of Poland. They differ from his earlier political writings 
in that they directly address current political situations. 

Rousseau explored a variety of ways of life. The fact that he 
does not consistently hold up one way of life as the standard by 
which to gauge all others, but calls attention to the merits and the 
limitations of each of the alternatives he considers, has left some 
readers under the impression that he was not a coherent thinker. 
Much of the most valuable twentieth-century Rousseau scholarship 
has shown that, on the contrary, his thought is remarkably coherent. 
One cannot help occasionally wondering whether it has not gone 
too far, and sought to reconcile alternatives which he thought were 
largely irreconcilable. He did not think it possible to combine all 
human goods and avoid all “inconveniences” in some one compre¬ 
hensive way of life, and each one of the major works explores a 
distinctive way of viewing and resolving the human problem. The 
most general organizing principle of these explorations is the 
alternative man/citizen. For all intents and purposes, this alterna¬ 
tive corresponds to the alternative ethics/politics or, more formally, 
natural right/political right. 

Natural right and natural law traditionally refer to what, m 
accordance with human nature, is always and everywhere right, and 
therefore in some sense of the term "obligatory. ‘ Right, in the 
expression "natural right,” is, for the most part, synonymous with 
“justice” in the sense of “what is just”; as such, it may subsume 
rights, but is not itself a right. 

Natural right and natural law are traditionally contrasted with 
positive right and positive law(s), the particular rules and laws 
which, at a given time and under given circumstances, specify what 
is morally and/or politically right and/or obligatory. 

Treating equals equally would be a rule of natural right or a 
precept of natural law; driving on this side of the road or that is a 
matter of positive law. 

Rousseau’s fullest discussion of natural right and law was 
prompted by the Academy question whether inequality is author¬ 
ized by the natural law. He begins with a distinction between two 
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natural law traditions: that of the Roman jurists, and that of the 
modem philosophers (Ineq. p [6}-[8)). According to the Roman jur¬ 
ists “natural law” is the name for “the general relations established 
by nature between all animate beings for their common preser¬ 
vation.” It is natural in the sense that the beings conform to it by 
nature. It states the minimum conditions for common existence. It 
is strictly descriptive. The Roman jurists’ natural law is a law of 
nature. According to the modem philosophers, by contrast, “natural 
law” is the name for the rules about which it would be appropriate 
for free and rational, that is to say human, beings to agree for the 
sake of the common utility. It is natural in the sense of specifying 
natural ends, namely the optimum conditions for common exist¬ 
ence. It is strictly prescriptive. 

Rousseau concludes that if there is a natural law, it would have 
to satisfy both the ancient jurists’ and the modern philosophers’ 
criteria: it would have to speak immediately with the voice of 
nature, and the will of him whom it obligates would have to be able 
to submit to it knowingly; it would have to be both natural and 
law. He rejects this possibility. Men do not by (their) nature — by 
immediate, spontaneous inclinations, dispositions or impulsions - 
act for the sake of their common utility. However, they do, in his 
view, initially - by (their) nature - act in conformity with their 
common utility. He is reluctant to speak of this as natural law. He 
prefers to speak of it, instead, as natural right. When, subsequently, 
men take cognizance of the ends in conformity with which they had 
acted by nature, and come to act for the sake of them - “submit 
to it knowingly” - the law they follow is not, properly speaking, 
natural. He therefore sometimes speaks of it, instead, as the law of 
reason (Geneva ms. I 2 [8]; SC M 4 [4], cp. iv 8 [31J). In sum, when 
he speaks in his own name or about his own views, Rousseau tor 
the most part speaks about natural right. He does so for two reasons 
among others: right, in contrast to law, states principles which may 
be realized in different ways in different circumstances, for example, 
one way “initially,” another “subsequently”; law, in contrast to 
right is generally understood as the rule by a superior of an inferior, 
hence as involving (moral) inequality and obedience; yet on Rous¬ 
seau’s view “initially” men could not even have made sense ot what 
it might mean to obev (Ineg. 1 Lsl, N n. [14D, especially to obey 
another human being (SC iv 8 [1 ]). Law, like political society, would 
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be a late development. Right, by contrast, could be pre- or trans¬ 
social or political. When he does use the expression “natural law,” 
Rousseau is, for the most part, not speaking in his own terms about 
his own views, but in the language of his times about the doctrines 
of the authoritative “modern philosophers.” 

Natural right is, then, “natural” inasmuch as it conforms to 
human nature. Rousseau believes he discerns in human nature two 
principles prior to reason and independent of sociability: self- 
preservation and pity. The immediate, spontaneous impulsions 
which they prompt make for behavior in accordance with natural 
right (Ineq. P [to]). So that, independently of the status of reason 
and of sociability, men could, by the law(s) of (their) nature, live 
in accordance with at least the minimum requirements of natural 
right on a world-wide scale: pity, the spontaneous - natural — disin¬ 
clination to hurt or harm others makes for conformity with the 
primary rule of natural right, to harm no one (Ineq. p (ioJ; On War 
[17]; Emile n, OC rv, 340, tr. 104); and self-preservation - each 
doing his own good - naturally and spontaneously makes for con¬ 
formity with the “fundamental and universal Law of the greatest 
good of all” (Geneva ms. 11 4 [17]; cp. .SC n 7 [1]). 

Self-sufficient men can act in accordance with natural right, with¬ 
out acting because or for the sake of it. As soon as they become 
materially and psychologically dependent on one another, they cease 
spontaneously - “naturally” - to conform to the duties of natural 
right; the workings of the law(s) of (human) nature cease to secure 
the rule of natural right. Rousseau’s central thesis is that once men 
are irreversibly dependent on one another, the spontaneous - ‘ natu¬ 
ral” - and universal conformity to natural right cannot be preserved 
or restored on a world-wide scale. 

In the Political Economy, but especially in the early draft of the 
Social Contract known as the Geneva ms., Rousseau reviews and 
rejects two representative versions - Pufendorf’s and Diderot s - 
of the view that the world-wide rule of natural right endures. Pufen- 
dorf assumes that our natural, sociability, our common needs and 
our common humanity unite the whole of mankind, and instill the 
precepts of natural right in each one of us. Rousseau denies the 
premise as well as the conclusion. There is no evidence for a natural 
“great” or “general society of mankind” ( Geneva ms. 1 a [2], [4]. 
[8], [15], 1 18]; Pol. Ec. [19]; Emile 1, OC iv, 248f.; tr. 39), and even 



Introduction 


if there were something like a “universal sociability,” it would be 
exceedingly watery. Most souls are simply not sufficiently capacious 
to take an active interest in the lives of far-away people, or to feel 
a sincere sympathy for them {Pot. Ec. [30]). Diderot goes so far as 
to speak of a “general will” embracing the whole of mankind, and 
he bases natural right on a “pure act of the understanding, reason¬ 
ing in the silence of the passions” {Natural Right ix, 2) about what, 
in the light of this general will, are our duties and rights as “man, 
citizen, subject, father, child” (ib. vii). Again, Rousseau denies the 
premise' that there is a general will of mankind as a whole, and the 
conclusion that knowing what natural right requires will cause men 
to heed it. Indeed, the urgent question, in his view, is not so much 
the question which Diderot asks, “what is the just thing to do?”, 
as it is the question which Diderot fails to ask, “how will men be 
moved to do the just thing?” Diderot’s “reasoning in the silence of 
the passions” cannot be trusted to do so. 

Rousseau consistently distinguishes two senses or uses of reason, 
ruling or regulative reason, and calculative or instrumental reason, 
and the two fundamentally different Linds of right or justice that 
correspond to them. 

What is good and conformable to order is so by the nature of 
things and independently of human conventions. All justice 
comes from God, he alone is its source; but if we were capable 
of receiving it from so high, we would need neither government 
nor laws- No doubt there is a universal justice emanated from 
reason alone; but this justice, to be admitted among us, has to 
be reciprocal. Considering things in human terms, che laws of 
justice are vain among men for want of natural sanctions; they 
only bring good to the wicked and evil to the just when he 
observes them toward everyone while no one observes them 
toward him. Conventions and laws are therefore necessary to 
combine rights with duties and to bring justice back to its 
object. (SC ti 6 (2I; cp. Inti. 1 [23] and Geneva ms. 1 2 [3]) 

Rousseau leaves open the question whether the goodness of the 
natural order and the justice of which he is here speaking refer to 
our world and to ourselves only, or to the universe as a whole, 
including the inhabitants of Saturn and Sirius {To Philopohs [12], 
To Voltaire J2i]). He also leaves open the question of whether the 
justice he says comes from God is the same as the universal just.ee 
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he says emanates from reason alone. However, he leaves no doubt 
whatsoever about the difference between justice in either of these 
senses, and the justice which might be “admitted among us” 
because it is reciprocal, has sanctions attached to it, requires con¬ 
ventions, and makes governments necessary. He leaves no doubt 
whatsoever about the fact that justice, in order to be “admitted 
among us,” must be diluted. If we could live by the first, non¬ 
reciprocal and sanction-less justice emanating from reason alone, 
we would have no need of government, but could quite literally live 
“without civil society,” that is to say in a state of nature. However, 
“considering things in human terms,” most of us will not live by 
justice emanating from reason alone. Justice emanating from reason 
alone may guide the wise ( Ineq . I [38], Geneva ms. 1 2 [n], Emile 
II, OC IV, 320 and V. OC IV. 857) and, under exceptional circum¬ 
stances like those Rousseau describes in the Emile and in the Nou- 
velle Hiloise, it may guide some few people who happen to be ruled 
by the wise. Rousseau is mindful of the wise, but he speaks of them 
sparingly and, when he does, he does so from the moral/political 
perspective of most men most of the time (To Franquures (9]). Most 
men, “men as they are,” will not heed disinterested and dispassion¬ 
ate reason. 

Human contrivance, art or reason, must therefore repair or com¬ 
plete nature, and devise a justice of reciprocity and sanctions which 
“will be admitted among us.” Now, reciprocity with sanctions 
enforceable on a world-wide scale would be difficult if not imposs¬ 
ible to achieve for the very same reasons that sociality does not 
embrace the whole of mankind: most souls are not sufficiently 
capacious, and there is no reason to believe that they could be made 
to experience anything like a lively fellow feeling for the whole of 
mankind. There is therefore also no reason to believe that it is poss¬ 
ible - and hence that it is desirable - to try to fashion a general 
political society embracing the whole of mankind. 

We conceive of the general society in terms of our particular 
societies, the establishment of small Republics leads us to think 
of the large one, and we do not properly begin to become men 
until after having been Citizens. (Geneva ms. l 2 1 1 5l) 

One important reason for regarding Rousseau as preeminently a 
political thinker is precisely this central tenet of his moral psy- 
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chology, chat we are moral agents by virtue of being citizens, or at 
least members of political societies; we are not moral agents first 
who then may or may not become political agents. 

It follows that the most reasonable way to deal with the break¬ 
down of independence and of the world-wide rule of natural right 
is to institute particular, local, “municipal” political societies subject 
to political right. 


II 

Rousseau presents the principles of political right in his “small 
treatise” Of the Social Contract. It is the most systematic of his 
works, the one which most consistently proceeds in the form of a 
sustained, rigorous argument. It is therefore also in many respects 
the most difficult. Yet even this austere treatise begins with “I” 
and ends with “myself.” 

The title continues to make for some misunderstanding. In all 
likelihood he settled on “social contract” because, like “state of 
nature,” “civil state,” “natural right,” “natural law” and so many 
other more or less technical locutions, it had become a term of art 
in the political vocabulary of the mid-eighteenth century. It stood 
not so much for the view that civil or political societies normally 
come into being by a formal, explicit contract between independent 
individuals, as for the view that legitimate political rule is not based 
directly on either a divine or a natural title to rule, but must be 
ratified - “authorized” - by the consent of the ruled. The 
expression which Rousseau adopts as his subtitle, and which he uses 
on a number of other occasions - Principles of Political Right - from 
the very first alerts the reader to a distinction between political and 
natural right. 

Rousseau reserves the expression “natural right” to refer to the 
principles or rules of conduct between individual human beings qua 
human beings - “man qua man” - either prior to or independently 
of positive laws and of political societies. “Political right,” by con¬ 
trast, refers primarily to the principles or rules for what he often 
calls “well-constituted” states (Narcissus [19], SC 19 10 [5]. 111 4 [6]. 
in 15 [3], iv 3 [8], iv 8 [13]), their institution and end; sovereignty, 
its legitimate bases and scope, government, its major structures, its 
forms, and which government is best; and, most particularly, the 
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principles and rules that specify the relations between political 
rulers and ruled or between being a citizen and being a subject; in 
short, issues most of which would now be considered under the 
heading "constitutional law.” 

The featured place which Rousseau assigns to the expression 
“political right” and the distinction between natural and political 
right which it implies underscores his view that political society and 
rule are not, strictly speaking, “natural”: men may by their nature 
be sociable or at least made to become sociable (Emile iv (Vicar), 
OC iv, 600, tr. 290; Languages 9 [23]), but they are not by cheiT 
nature unqualifiedly inclined to form political societies or to partici¬ 
pate in them; political life is not unqualifiedly the best life; we may 
therefore not be under an unqualified, “natural,” obligation to strive 
for full membership in political society. Rousseau’s rejection of the 
view that political society is natural goes hand in hand with his 
rejection of the view that political rule is natural. Since political 
society and rule are not natural, the modern philosophers were 
wrong ro call “natural law” “the rules about which it would be 
appropriate for men to agree among themselves for the sake of the 
common utility” (Intf. P [7]). They should have called these rules 
“the law of reason” (Geneva ms. E 2 [8]; SC n 4 [4], cp. iv 8 [31}). 
Political society is a being of reason (SC I 7 [7]) guided by the law 
of reason (SC 11 4 [4]; cp. 1 4 [io]). 

Since political society and rule are not “natural,” they require 
conventions, or are “conventional.” They have to be authorized by 
the consent of their members ( Inetj. E [2); SC 1 1 [2]); indeed, they 
are by virtue of their members’ consent or agreement. 

The aim therefore is, as Rousseau announces in the very first 
sentence of the Social Contract, 

... to inquire whether in the civil order there can be some 
legitimate and sure rule of administration, taking men as they 
are, and the taws as they can be: In this inquiry 1 shall try 
always to combine what right permits with what interest pre¬ 
scribes, so that justice and utility may not be disjoined. (diG 1 
[1], consider iv, 9) 

Whereas the principles of natural right are derived from the 
nature of man” (/trey. P [S]). the principles of political tight are 
derived from “men as they are,” here and now, and whose amour 
propre, individual interests and common utility or common good 
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have to be taken into account. Political right is, then, as Rousseau 
explicitly announces from the first, not right as such, but right 
diluted by the interests and utility of men as they are. Up to a 
point, right or justice “permits” the dilution which interests and 
utility “prescribe.” Political right so diluted constitutes “legit¬ 
imacy.” Rousseau expands on his concern with legitimacy in the 
first chapter. “Man is bom free, and everywhere he is in chains ... 
What can make ... [this) legitimate? I believe I can solve this ques¬ 
tion.” The basic condition, our everywhere being in chains, that is 
to say in political society, is irreversible. It may also be perfectly 
legitimate. 

Rousseau’s most general statement of what constitutes a legit¬ 
imate civil order is well known: 

... a form of association that will defend and protect the person 
and goods of each associate with the full common force, and 
by means of which each, uniting with all, nevertheless obey[s] 
only himself and remain[s] as free as before. (SC i 6 [4]) 

The associates constitute a civil or political society by pooling all 
of their resources, their forces, capacities, goods and rights. In short, 
they give up each being judge in his own case. Instead, they place 
the society - and hence themselves - under the guidance of its - 
and hence their - “general will.” Rousseau sometimes also calls a 
society so constituted a “people.” The society or people so consti¬ 
tuted is sovereign (SC l 6 [6J-[ioJ). Popular sovereignty so under¬ 
stood is the defining feature of what Rousseau calls “political right” 
or “legitimacy.” Thus republican or popular rule is legitimate ( 5 C, 
11 6 [9]; cp. Pot. Ec. [tq], [47], (S 9 ]>; tyranny and despotism are 
illegitimate (SC ui 10 [to]). 

The most distinctive feature of the social contract and, more gen¬ 
erally, of the social state as Rousseau conceives of it is the moral 
and psychological change each one of us undergoes as we come to 
conceive of ourselves as members of our political community. To 
say that the parties to the social contract pool their resources is, 
first and foremost, to describe a charge in our relation to ourselves 
(SC 1 7 [1]). Rousseau consistently stresses how difficult it is for 
us to learn to be - and to perceive ourselves as - a part of the 
corporate whole to which we belong and from which we draw so 
much of our sustenance (SC 1 6 [10]). In the Social Contract he 
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describes this task of civic education as, '‘so to speak, changing 
human nature” or “denaturing” us ( 5 C if 7 [3]; cp. Geneva ms. 11 
2 [ 3 ], OC in, 313; Enttle I, OC IV, 250; tr. 40; and consider Pol. Ec. 
[47]). Becoming a party to the social contract is, chen, not so much 
some historical event in the more or less distant past, as it is our 
constantly renewed recognition of ourselves as members of a 
common political or civil society (SC iv 1 [1]), and of how intimately 
intertwined our own good is with the common good. To become a 
party to it is to become civil-ntd in the original sense of the term 

(SC I 8). 

Perhaps the most conspicuous mark of the differences between 
natural and political right is that pity, which occupies such a fea¬ 
tured place in the moral psychology of the pre-political condition 
of the Second Discourse and of the Essay on the Origin of Languages , 
and in the “domestic education” of the Emile, plays no role whatso¬ 
ever in the moral-political psychology of the Social Contract, and 
is never so much as mentioned in it or in any of Rousseau’s other 
finished writings primarily devoted to political right. It is not sur¬ 
prising that it should not be. Pity, especially pity in the sense of 
not harming anyone, can be the guiding principle of action and 
conduct only for solitaries. 

The precept never to harm another person entails that of being 
attached as little as possible to human society; for in the social 
state one person’s good necessarily makes for the other’s evil. 

(.Entile 11, OC IV, 340*, tr. 105* and context; cp. Reveries vt [21], 

OC 1, 1059, tr. 84) 

Pity, especially pity in the original sense Rousseau attaches to the 
term, can, therefore, simply not be the guiding principle of men in 
the civil state, let alone of citizens. In political right, amour propre 
and reciprocity take the place which pity occupies in natural right. 

In the legitimate political society, political right or justice is 
reciprocal. 

The commitments which bind us to the social body are obliga¬ 
tory only because they are mutual, and their nature is such that 
in fulfilling them one cannot work for others without also 
working for oneself... Why do all consistently will each one’s 
happiness, if not because there is no one who does not appro¬ 
priate the word each to himself, and think of himself as he votes 
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for all. Which proves that the equality of right and the notion 
of justice which it produces follows from everyone’s preference 
for himself and hence from the nature of man ... (SC it 4 [5]; 
cp. [8], 11. 6 [2D 

This “notion of justice” based on reciprocity - “do unto others as 
you would have them do unto you” (Ineq. 1 (38]) - requires equality. 
Only equals will treat others as they would be treated by them. 
Since men are not equal by nature {Ineq. E [2], SC 1 9 [7], 1 1 [i], 
iv 2 [5]), they have to be made equal by convention. Nothing short 
of their pooling all of their resources will reduce them to total equal¬ 
ity (SC 1 6 [61). 

Equality is not an end in itself for Rousseau. It is the means 
to secure political freedom. The aim of the conventional equality 
established by all of the parties pooling all of their resources is to 
render all unearned inequalities irrelevant before the law. However, 
nothing prevents equals from instituting laws that recognize 
inequalities earned by contributions to the public good. Conven¬ 
tional equality, precisely because it is no more than conventional, 
is inherently unstable: men’s natural inequalities wilt repeatedly 
reassert themselves (SC 11 11 [3]; Emile in, IV, OC IV, 461, 5 2 4f ) 
Conventional equality therefore has to be repeatedly restored. 
Membership in the community constituted by the pooling of its 
members’ resources provides a close civil counterpart to the natural 
freedom and equality of Rousseau's pre-civil state of nature: in the 
pre-civil state of nature, men are equal because they are free; their 
natural inequalities make no significant difference because they are 
not dependent on one another; in the civil state they would be free 
because equal (SC II 11 [1]). Civic freedom and equality provide 
the conditions for popular sovereignty, and hence for public happi¬ 
ness and for moral and political excellence (SC 18). However, excel¬ 
lence is not the primary aim; freedom is. 

Rousseau holds that what he formally characterizes as tbe total 
alienation of each member’s total resources to the community does 
not pose a threat of what has come to be called “totalitarianism. 
The sovereign imposes the laws. Since the sovereign is the people 
assembled, the laws are self-imposed. Since they are reciprocal, no 
one is outside or above them. It therefore stands to reason that the 
sovereign will not impose any unnecessarily burdensome or restric¬ 
tive laws: “It cannot even will to do so: for under the law of reason 
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nothing is done without cause, any more than under the law of 
nature” (SC it 4 [4]; cp. 1 4 [10)). The contract, far from depriving 
the panics to it of anything, on the contrary restores to them all 
the resources they had pooled, only now their claim to them is also 
guaranteed by the common force (cp. SC 1 6 {4] with 11 4 [10]). 

Rousseau calls the guiding principle of the sovereign body estab¬ 
lished by the social contract the general will The general will wills 
the general good. It is the will of the members qua citizens, their 
concern with the general conditions of their communal life which 
they can affect by their actions. Each one of us cares about the 
well-being of the society to which we belong, and within the context 
of which we pursue our private interests (i"C 11 1 [1]). Each one of 
us more or less adequately perceives and more or less adequately 
wills whatever contributes to the common utility. At the same time, 
each one of us has experienced tensions between whatever we may 
happen to perceive as our private interest and what we perceive to 
be in the common interest, or the general will; and each one of us 
has had the experience of subordinating our particular to our gen¬ 
eral will. This is as true in our relations within our families and in 
the innumerable more or less tight-knit associations to which we 
belong at work and at play as it is of ourselves as citizens. Rousseau 
therefore sometimes speaks of our having several general wills (Pol. 
Ec. [t 5], SC 111 2 [5]). Like all political thinkers, he worries lest the 
general wills of factions, parties, and especially of what he calls the 
government, become independent of the comprehensive general will 
of the political society as a whole and, as a result, distort it. 

The general will is “general" because it attends to general objects, 
kinds or types of cases, and the comprehensive framework within 
which each one of us pursues his own private ends or gonds. 
Accordingly, its pronouncements are couched in the form of laws: 
general propositions about general matters. The defining feature of 
Rousseau’s political teaching is freedom under self-imposed law: by- 
being a party to the social contract, each one of us is a member of 
the sovereign; the sovereign’s will is the general will; the general 
will declares itself through laws; to obey the law is, therefore, only 
to obey oneself; and “obedience to the law one has prescribed to 
oneself is freedom” (SC 1 8 (3]). Law liberates from that greatest 
and most galling evil, dependence on the will of another, by substi¬ 
tuting for it dependence on impersonal necessity. That is why the 
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worst of laws is still preferable to the best master .. (LM vill, 
OC in, 842f.). On one occasion, Rousseau makes the point in a 
particularly dramatic way: 

. .. whoever refuses to obey the general will shall be con¬ 
strained to do so by the entire body: which means nothing other 
than that he shall be forced to be free; for this is the condition 
which, by giving each Citizen to the Fatherland, guarantees 
him against all personal dependence ... {SC i 7 [8]) 

The formula is so arresting that its point is sometimes missed: even 
those who do not themselves obey the laws are protected by them. 

Since the general will wills the common good, it may be said to 
be invariably upright {droit) {SC 11 3 [1], 11 4 [sL 11 6 [ IO D ls 11 
also invariably right? In one important respect the question amply 
does not make sense: the common quest for the common good is 
not guided by some independent pattern or “idea,” nor is it 
accountable to any standard other than itself. Rather, it is what, 
after a suitably free and public debate, a majority of informed and 
public-spirited citizens declares it to be; and what they declare it 
to be cannot be “right” or “wrong,” “true” or “false,” for the 
simple reason that it is not true to some standard that is in any 
sense independent of what a self-legislating citizenry declares it to 
be. If there were such a standard, the case for self-legislation would, 
to say the least, be significantly weakened. 

Still, there clearly is a sense in which the question whether the 
general will is right does make perfectly good sense: the people may 
will the common good, and yet not know how to attain it {SC II 

12 E*])- - • . 

The great problem for the doctrine of popular sovereignty is that 
achieving the willed good requires wisdom {SC tt 6 [10]). Rousseau 
fully acknowledges how difficult if not impossible it is to reconcile 
popular sovereignty and wisdom. He explores various ways to 
resolve the difficulty throughout much of his work: in his studies 
of “morals” {moeurs), patriotism and civil religion; in how he con¬ 
ceives of the Lawgiver (SC 11 7); by arguing that the best govern¬ 
ment is elective aristocracy (SC 111 5 [4], cp. Ineq. 11 [48]); md y 
considering various voting procedures (SC tv 2-4). ^ 

The justice based on reciprocity between “men as they are may 
unite their powers, but leave their wills divided. To unite wills, 
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morals ( moeurs ) must complement what the laws dictate. In his 
classification of laws, Rousseau therefore assigns pride of place to 
morals, the beliefs, habits and practices which characterize and con¬ 
tinually re-enforce a people's distinctive way of life, what it does 
and what it prizes and honors, its attitudes toward freedom, equal¬ 
ity, citizen responsibility: in short, the dispositions which energize 
and direct the general will (5'C n 12 [5]). To unite w ills, the passion 
to be counted on is love, specifically the form of love which Rous¬ 
seau calls amour prupre, suitably generalized to make the common 
good and hence the general will an object of true attachment by 
becoming patriotism, Patriotism, “enlightened patriotism” (Poland 
9 )4j), is the most immediate, accessible form of public-spirited 
devotion to the common good. It is the passional surrogate of practi¬ 
cal wisdom, It is what most immediately makes the difference 
between the self-seeking calculations which hold even a band of 
robbers together, and the politics of citizenship (Pol. Ec- [30], cp. 
Fragments politiques , OC ill, 536, and Poland , passim). By taking us 
outside and beyond narrow self-absorption, and helping us to see 
ourselves as parts of a larger whole, it ennobles political life (SC l 
8 (1], Poland 2 [5], 3 [61). “The soul insensibly proportions itself 
to the objects that occupy it” (firci Discourse [59]). From the First 
Discourse through the Considerations on the Government of Poland , 
Rousseau not only speaks vigorously and sometimes eloquently 
about patriotism, he also casts himself in the role of a patriot who 
signs his most explicitly political writings “Citizen of Geneva, 
takes the highly unusual step of dedicating one of his writings to 
his native city, and justifies writing the Social Contract on the 
grounds that the right to vote imposes on him the duty to learn 
about public affairs (SC [3]). 

Rousseau’s discussion of the Lawgiver is one of the high points - 
and one of the stumbling blocks - of his political teaching. The 
Lawgiver must know what to do and how to do it. Rousseau repeat¬ 
edly speaks of the Lawgiver’s wisdom. He must persuade the people 
to give up the rewards they know for the sake of the greater rewards 
they are only promised. He cannot do so by arguments. They would 
be too abstruse. Besides, reason rarely moves to action. He must 
therefore “persuade without convincing” (SC n 7 [9], To Hilaire 
[30], and Introduction to Discourses tr„ p. xxix): he has to place the 
conclusions reached by his “sublime reason which rises beyond the 
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reach of vulgar men ... in the mouth of the immortals, in order 
to rally by divine authority those whom human prudence could not 
move.” “This,” he goes on, “has at all times forced the fathers of 
nations to resort to the intervention of heaven and to honor the 
Gods with their own wisdom” (SCn 7 [11J, [10]); and, lest careless 
readers mistake his meaning, he adds, “... it is not up to just 
anvone to make the Gods speak or to have them believe him when 
he proclaims himself their interpreter ..(SC n 7 [11]). The 
remark goes some way toward resolving the question he had left 
open earlier, whether the justice he said comes from God is the 
same as the universal justice emanating from reason alone (SC it 6 
[2]). By concentrating on the people’s religion, its morals, its dis¬ 
tinctive way of life (SC 11 12 [5], Poland 2), the Lawgiver seeks to 
embed as deeply as possible habits, tastes, dispositions for what 
the community esteems, so that they might become, as it were, its 
“fundamental laws.” 

It is sometimes said that the importance Rousseau attaches to 
founders, as had Machiavelli before him, mistakenly attributes to 
some legendary figure of heroic proportions the often quite fortu¬ 
itous effect of long-range trends which no one controls. In part he 
speaks about such traditional, larger-than-life figures - Lycurgus, 
Romulus and Numa, Moses, Muhammad - for transparent pruden¬ 
tial reasons: they are in a safe because distant past. In part he does 
so because founders do deserve special honor. At the same time, 
he is well aware that there are many other ways of being a Lawgiver 
than to craft constitutions or to mold a people’s morals. He clearly 
conceives of the task of the Lawgiver as being earned on by 
thoughtful and public-spirited citizens throughout the life of a pol¬ 
itical society. Just as “contract” in part stands for the ongoing civil¬ 
ians process in which all of us are in varying degrees involved 
throughout our lives, as were our forebears, and as our descendants 
will be, so “Lawgiver” in part stands for the activities of every 
generation of public-spirited citizens (cp. Poland 7 [3], [10], [12])- 
The theme of the Social Contract is popular sovereignty, and 
every issue and argument which Rousseau takes up in the course 
of the work seeks either to strengthen the case for it, or to ward 
off possible challenges to it. This is particularly true of the sharp 
distinction which he draws half-way through the work between sov¬ 
ereign on the one hand, and government or Prince on the other. 
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The distinction is central to his conception of political right, and 
of legitimacy. The sovereign people promulgates or ratifies the laws. 

It cannot and it ought not to implement them. It cannot implement 
them because it is simply too unwieldy for the people assembled to 
do so. It ought not to implement them because the exercise of sover¬ 
eignty consists in attending to the general will, that is to say to 
general concerns, whereas implementing the law is necessarily a 
matter of particulars (Ineq. ed {to], it [36]; SC u 4 (6], 11 t [35, m 
4 [2]). To assign implementation to some part of the sovereign 
would divide it, and to divide the sovereign would be to annihilate 
it. Sovereignty is indivisible and inalienable, The sovereign people 
must therefore delegate the responsibility and the power to 
implement the laws to a body of magistrates or government in the 
stria sense Rousseau attaches to this term (SC fit 1). Now, if, as 
Rousseau holds, government is merely the minister of the sovereip 
people, it clearly follows that every government is provisional, and 
that the sovereign people may, and, Rousseau argues, should regu¬ 
larly call it to accounts and renew its mandate ( 5 C ill 13,18). It is 
easy to see how this doctrine more than any other caused the Social 
Contract to be condemned by the Genevan as well as by the French 
political authorities. 

Two dangers threaten Rousseau's separation of sovereign and 
government; the sovereign may usurp the role of government by 
retaining executive and administrative functions; alternatively, the 
government may encroach upon the sovereignty and gradually 
usurp it (Ineq. ed [5], n [36]; SC 11 4 [6]; m 16 [5])- The first is 
characteristic of pure or direct democracy, the second of absolute 
monarchy. Rousseau therefore rejects both forms of government. 
As for the third traditional form of government, aristocracy, he dis¬ 
tinguishes between natural, elective and hereditary aristocracy. He 
sets aside natural aristocracy as suited only to primitive peoples (or 
to such sub-political communities as that described in the Nouvelle 
Heloise ), and rejects hereditary aristocracy as the worst form of 
government Elective aristocracy, by contrast, is the best form of 
government (SC in 5; cp. Ineq. 11 [48]). What he here calls elective 
aristocracy is for all intents and purposes what elsewhere he calls 
democratic government wisely tempered (Ineq. ed [3]; cp. SC Hi 10 
[3)* U 4, and iu 7 [5]). Elective aristocracy or wisely tempered 
democracy is best because it combines the strictest requirement of 
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legitimate political rule, election, with the most natural claim to 
rule, wisdom in the service of the common good (AC in 5 [7]). The 
Considerations on the Government of Poland explores in some detail 
how a hereditary aristocracy might be transformed into an elective 
aristocracy without a revolution. As in his discussion of the Law¬ 
giver, so, in his discussion of elective aristocracy or democracy 
wisely tempered, Rousseau seeks to combine and reconcile popular 
sovereignty with wisdom (see also Introduction to Discourses cr., 
p. xxv). 

The extended discussion, through much of Book iv, of the div¬ 
isions of the Roman people - “that model of all free Peoples” (Inetj. 
ed [6]) - into tribes and comitia, of their complex voting pro¬ 
cedures, of the Tribunes, the Censors, and the ocher institutions 
designed to maintain a proper balance between the various sectors 
of the sovereign people and the various “intermediate forces” (AC 
lit 1 [8]) or branches of government, considers exemplary ways of 
forestalling and delaying as much as possible the imbalances 
between sovereign and government which in the long run inevitably 
lead to the decline and fall of even the best political societies (AC 
ill 11 [1] et seq., Poland 7 [39], LM VI [31], OC ill, 809). 

So, in large measure, does the famous chapter on civil religion 
(AC iv 8). Rousseau’s preoccupation with the relations between 
religion and society can be traced through all of his writings. In the 
chapter on civil religion he enlarges upon the reflections about this 
problem which he had begnn to develop in the chapter on the Law¬ 
giver (AC 11 7). Religion is a branch of what Rousseau alls “political 
right” because the parties to the social contract will not regard as 
binding an apparently foundation-less, self-validating pact: no 
State has ever been founded without Religion serving as its base 
(AC iv 8 [14], cp. Ineq. n [46]); and because the problem therefore 
arises of how to reconcile the claims of popular sovereignty with 
the claims of religion, or, as Rousseau puts it, how to reunite the 
two heads of the eagle (AC iv 8 [13]). Initially they were united 
At first all political socieiies were ruled each by its own gods. All 
polities were theocracies, all religions national and, so to speak, citi¬ 
zen religions: patriotism ennobled and hallowed by divine sanction 
(consider SC 1 i [2]). Jesus introduced a radically new alternative: 
a religion not of citizen but of man, a religion embracing the whole 
of mankind. By driving a wedge between the citizens' allegiance to 
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the political realm and their allegiance to the spiritual realm, he 
radically disjoined being a citizen and being a man. Christianity 
became the vehicle for disseminating all over the world “the healthy 
ideas of natural right and of the common brotherhood [fraternite] 
of all men” (Geneva ms. I 2 [i6|, SC iv 8 [20J, cp. Languages 9 [t]). 
It seeks to universalize a trait which Rousseau attributes to but a 
few “Cosmopolitan Souls” (Ineq. n I33] and Editorial Note) and 
which, he says, will “always escape the multitude” (Geneva ms. I 2 
[11]). In the process of getting universalized and transformed into 
a religion for the multitude, “the purely internal cult of the 
Supreme God” therefore inevitably changes in character. Before 
long, the Christians’ “supposedly otherworldly kingdom” became 
“the most violent despotism in this world” (SC iv 8 [9]). In becom¬ 
ing an earthly Principality, it drove the fatal wedge into the bodies 
politic by now dividing sovereignty as well (SC IV 8 [12.]). As a 
result sound polity became impossible in Christian States (SC IV 8 
fio)). It is a constant of Rousseau’s thought that Christianity tends 
radically to subvert political life (SC iv 8 [8], [to], (16], [17] [ 2 I 1 ~ 
[30]; To listen [z]-[8]; LM 1, OC in, 704D. In his Letter to Voltaire 
he had gone so far as to say that any religion that attacks the foun¬ 
dations of society ought to be exterminated ([34]). In the Social 
Contract he leaves it at proposing a reinterpreted Christianity which 
might be compatible with sound politics. Specifically, his bold pro¬ 
posal is to combine a stripped Christianity - “the purely internal 
cult of the Supreme God and the eternal duties of morality”, or 
“divine natural right” (SC iv 8 [15] and the Editorial Note) — and 
a civil religion with a civil profession of faith fostering sentiments 
of sociability or citizenship - or “divine civil or positive right. 
The positive dogmas of this civil religion would be few and simple: 
the existence of the powerful, intelligent, beneficent, prescient, and 
provident Divinity, the life to come, the happiness of the just, the 
punishment of the wicked, the sanctity of the social contract and 
the laws; its one negative dogma is the prohibition of intolerance. 
While Christians and, possibly, Jews and Muslims as well, should 
have no objections to the bulk of the positive dogmas, they do go 
far beyond anything Rousseau himself was publicly on record as 
finding persuasive, let alone convincing (To Voltaire [29], and Intro¬ 
duction to Discourses tr„ pp. xxvii-xxx). Once again he solves this 
problem by drawing a sharp distinction between beliefs and con- 
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duct. The sole admissible gauge of beliefs is how one acts; and only 
actions are subject to right strictly and properly so called {Ineq. n 
six, Geneva mr. I 6 [5J, n 4 [14], To d'Alembert, OC v, 61; tr. 66), 
that is to say to scrutiny and enforcement by the laws (AC' iv 8 
[31], cp. 114 I3]; To Voltaire [32I; Ineq. n xix). It is true that anyone 
who does not believe the articles of the purely civil profession of 
faith may be banished, but as Rousseau makes dear in the context, 
the only evidence of one’s not believing them, is one’s failure pub¬ 
licly to acknowledge them, in other words, once again how one acts 
(NH v 5, OC it, 562f.). The last two dogmas of the civil profession 
of faith are the most radical. They proclaim the sanctity of the 
social contract and the laws, hence the civil society’s indivisible and 
inalienable sovereignty, and hence that no Church has a legitimate 
rival claim to authority in the state’s affairs (5C l 7 [3); Ineq. ed 

[ 5 ] ). 

Rousseau’s discussion of Christianity in the chapter on. civil 
religion is more explicit than anything he ever said on the subject 
either in print or in private correspondence, and it contributed sig¬ 
nificantly to the condemnation of the Social Contract. 

Like most political philosophers, Rousseau attends to domestic 
policy far more exhaustively than he does to foreign policy. In the 
brief concluding chapter of the Social Contract , he lists - but does 
no more than list - the major branches of what he calls the right 
of nations and we would call international law: (1) international 
commerce, (2) war, and (3) public right or alliances, negotiations 
and treaties. The existing laws of the right of nations are nothing 
but “chimeras": sovereign states are in a state of nature with one 
another, and the few more or less tadt conventions between them 
cannot be enforced for want of sanctions (Ineq. 11 [33] el seq.\ War 

[6] ). Yet his own proposals for a federation of European states and 
for a sound right of war remain fragmentary. The major reform he 
proposes is that war be recognized as a state between civil societies, 
that is to say between “moral’’ entities, and not between individual, 
“physical” human beings; and that, accordingly, its rightful aim be 
recognized to consist in breaking the common or general will hold¬ 
ing the enemy society together. It is not rightful to kill the enemy s 
population, let alone to enslave them in exchange for sparing their 
lives (War [34H57I SC 1 4 I7H 12 1>- 
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III 

In Rousseau’s judgment, political right, citizenship in a well- 
constituted, legitimate political society, which is self-contained, self- 
sufficient and patriotic, provides the best or most satisfactory collec¬ 
tive solution possible for “men as they are.” It does not provide 
the best or most satisfactory solution simply to the human problem. 
He does not think that this problem admits of a single best solution. 
He indicates this most dearly by refusing to ignore or even to mini¬ 
mize the tension between natural right and political right, between 
the claims of cosmopolitanism and humanity on the one hand, and 
the claims of citizenship and patriotism on the other. As noted 
earlier, one illustration of this tension is that he does not so much 
as mention pity in the works devoted primarily to political - in 
contrast to natural - right. In civil society, Rousseau explicitly 
subordinates pity to justice, and “there are a thousand cases where 
it is an Act of justice to hurt one’s neighbor,” as Brutus’s just 
condemnation of his sons to death so dramatically illustrates 
(Geneva ms. II 4 (17], cp. Pol. F.c. [28], Emile I. OC tv, 248f., tr. 39 
and iv, OC iv, 548, tr. 253; Last Reply [5]*, Franquiem 

[20]). 

The subordination of pity to justice in civil life is but one conse¬ 
quence of Rousseau’s dictum that we are citizens of our country or 
fatherland first, and citizens of the world or men second. For even 
those who, as he says, only have a country (pays) and not a father- 
land \patrie) (Emile V, OC tv, 858, cp. NH vi 5, OC it, 657) learn 
about justice from the laws of the country in and by which they 
are raised. Admittedly, these laws are not always based on justice, 
but even bad and unjust laws maintain a pretense of the form of 
justice ( Geneva ms. 11 4 [15], Emile v, OC iv 858, tr. 473b and thus 
point to what law could and should be — just as the initial contract 
may have been flawed, but at least was in the form of a contract 
(see Introduction to Discourses tr., p. xxiii). 

Civil society and the laws provide the shield behind which “natu¬ 
ral right” is restored. This restored natural right assumes two 
forms: civility and beneficence in our relations with our fellow- 
citizens ( Geneva ms. ii 4 [13]), and reasoned or systematic natural 
right ( droit naturel raisonne) in our relations with strangers ( Geneva 
ms. 11 4 [14]). 
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Extend This maxim [of the greatest good or utility of a given 
civil society] to the general society of which the State gives us 
the idea, protected by the society of which we are members, 
or by that in which wc live, the natural revulsion to do evil no 
longer being offset by the fear of having evil done to us, we 
are inclined at once by nature, by habit, by reason, to deal with 
other men more or less as [we do] with our fellow-citizens, and 
this disposition reduced to actions gives rise to the rules of 
reasoned [or: systematic] natural right [droit naturel raisonne ], 
different from natural right properly so called, which is 
founded on nothing but a true but very vague sentiment often 
stifled by the love of ourselves. (Genera m. tl 4 ] 14]) 

The province of civility and of reasoned or systematic natural 
right, like that of natural right properly so called, is the conduct of 
individuals with one another, Natural right cannot replace political 
right. It cannot regulate the conduct of domestic or of foreign 
policy. 

Patriotism and humanity ... are incompatible virtues in their 
very thrust [erurgie], especially so in an entire people. The 
Lawgiver who strives for them both will achieve neither: such 
a combination has never been seen; it will never be seen, 
because it is against nature, and it is impossible to assign two 
objects to one and the same passion. (Mf 1, OC in, 706*; Pol. 

Ec. [30]) 

Entire peoples simply cannot wholeheartedly devote their best ener¬ 
gies both to the greatest good of their own country and to the great¬ 
est good of mankind as a whole. 

Being a citizen and being a man, guiding one’s life by political 
right and guiding it by natural right, make for fundamentally differ¬ 
ent economies of the soul, and fundamentally different ways of life. 
One way in which Rousseau illustrates this difference is that in the 
education of man, he has instruction in natural religion precede 
instruction in citizenship; Emile is taught the Savoyard Vicars 
natural religion before he is taught a summary of the Social Con¬ 
tract, and the summary of it which he is taught makes no mention 
of the civil religion; man is brought up to conceive of his political 
place in the light of his place in the whole. The citizen, by contrast, 
would appear to be brought up to conceive of his place in the whole 
in the light of his membership in his political society, and the 
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religion he is taught is the civil religion. The competing claims of 
the two ways of life and the tensions between them is the central 
theme of Rousseau’s work, and it is the organizing principle of his 
writings. He states it most succinctly and dramatically in the con¬ 
trast he draws between Cato, the model citizen, and Socrates, the 
model philosopher or, more precisely, between the best and most 
responsible of those who seek and find iheir happiness in the happi¬ 
ness of their city, and the best and most responsible of those who 
seek and find their happiness in self-sufficiency. He assigns pride 
of place to the model citizen because, as he says, citizenship is con¬ 
cerned with the happiness accessible to the greater number (Pol 
Ec. [30]; cp. To Usten [8], ed. note). This is why, for the most pari, 
he proceeds on the principle that among men he who makes himself 
most useful to others should be the foremost ( Hero [7]) and that 
“in politics, as in ethics, not to do good is a great evil, and every 
useless citizen may be looked upon as a pernicious man (First Dis¬ 
course [39]; cp. Reveries vt I12], OC 1, 1056, tr. 80). He even goes 
so far as to imply that if Socrates could have entered political life, 
he would have done so: “Athens was already lost, and Socrates no 
longer had any other fatherland than the whole world’ (Pol. Ec. 
[30], Hero [5); however, Narcissus [25]). He explicitly says that Jesus 
began as a citizen intent, like Moses, on leading his people out of 
political bondage, and that he directed his efforts at revolutionizing 
the world only once his efforts to revolutionize his own people had 
failed (To Franqttieres [24]). In other words, he fully recognizes that 
citizenship is not always an option. At the same time, the way of 
Socrates, to say nothing of the way of Jesus, is accessible only to 
the few. He therefore explores or, more precisely, he constructs 
ways of life accessible to at least some ordinary people who are m 
political societies without being of them: the domestic - in contrast 
to the political - economy of the Wolmar household in the Nouvelle 
Heloise, and the life of Emile and of his Sophie. While theirs is not 
a life of citizenship in the strong sense of the term, it is dependent 
or their country for the security and the moral education which 
allows them to lead lives of civility and of reasoned natural right 
(SC 11 3 [2]; Emile ni, OC iv, 470, tr. 195), and they are under 
obligation to repay this debt. 


XXX 



Rousseau’s political thought is sometimes said to be “utopian.” The 
reason for saying that it is, is that the three basic principles of his 
politics, that man is by nature good, that political society corrupts 
him, and that everything is radically dependent on politics, are 
taken to entail the conclusion that the human problem could be 
fully and satisfactorily solved by the right political arrangements, 
or by sloughing off the political condition, either by returning to a 
pre-political state, or by progressing to a trans-political state. There 
is no denying that some of his statements appear to invite such a 
reading: “There is not a single wicked man [mechant] who could 
not be made good for something” (SC n 5 [&])• However Rousseau 
categorically denies that any political solution can transform men 
as they are” into “men as they ought to be.” He holds out nu 
prospect whatsoever of an end to politics, be it by men’s rationally 
choosing what is in their enlightened self-interest, or by their 
becoming “moralized,” or by the “withering away of the state.” 
There is no alternative to politics. No political solution can be 
definitive. “If Sparta and Rome perished, what State can hope to 
last forever?” (SC m 9 [r ], cp. in 13 M>- He rejects from first to 
last the suggestion that progress can eliminate political problems 
(SC 11 8 [r], To Mirabeau [ij). The attempt to eliminate need by 
providing ever greater plenty merely exacerbates need. Only the 
utmost austerity might succeed in containing political problems 
(Last Reply (72], To Mtrabeau [ 4 ]-(6]). The attempt to substitute 
culture for publk-spiritedness is a threat to moral and political free¬ 
dom. At every level there is, at the very least, a tension between 
the good of the whole and the good of its parts, and even the most 
satisfactory resolutions of these tensions are fragile. 



Chronology of Jean-Jacques Rousseau 

1712 28 June, bom in Geneva; the second son of the watch¬ 

maker Isaac Rousseau and his wife Suzanne Bernard; 
both parents are “citizens” of Geneva; on 7 July his 
mother dies. 

1722-1728 Isaac Rousseau flees Geneva after a quarrel; his sons, 
who had received no formal education, were appren¬ 
ticed. Jean-jacques worked briefly as a notary’s clerk, 
and then (1725-1728) as apprentice to an engraver. 

1728-1740 One night in March 1728, Rousseau finds himself 
locked out of Geneva, and decides to seek his fortune 
elsewhere; goes to Annency in the Savoy, where he 
meets Mme. de Warens She sends him to Turin, 
where he renounces Calvinism and converts to Roman 
Catholicism (briefly attending a seminary for priests, 
then a choir school). Works intermittently as a lackey, 
an engraver, and a music teacher. Becomes Mme. de 
Warens's lover (1733-1740) and begins to write while 
living with her. 

5740-1741 Tutor in the house of M. de Mably, in Lyon, where 
he also makes the acquaintance of de Mably's two 
elder brothers, Etienne Bonnot, who comes to be 
known as the Abbe de Condillac, and the Abbe de 
Mably. 

1742-1749 Arrives in Paris with a scheme of musical notation, a 
comedy, an opera, and a collection of poems. During 
these years Rousseau made a precarious living 
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Chronology 


1750 


1752 


1753 

1754-1755 


1756 

I75S 


1761 

1762 


tutoring, writing, and arranging music. For a time 
(1743-1744) he is secretary to the Comte de Mon- 
taigu, France’s ambassador to Venice. Befriends Dide- 
rot, who commissions him to write the articles on 
music for the Encyclopedia ; meets Therese Levasseur, 
who becomes his life-long companion. 

Wins the prize from the Academy of Dijon for his 
so-called First Discourse (Discours stir les sciences et les 
arts), published in January 1751, and an immediate, 
resounding success throughout Europe. 

His short opera, Le Devin du village (The Village 
Sootksayer), is performed at Court; a comedy, Nar- 
cisse, performed at the Theatre Francis; refuses a 
royal pension. 

Lettre sur la mustque frart^aise (Letter about French 
Music), expressing a strong preference for Italian over 
French music. 

The so-called Second Discourse (Discours sur I'origine 
et les fondements de I’inegaUte pamtt les hommes) com¬ 
pleted in May 1754. On 1 June, Rousseau leaves Paris 
for a visit to Geneva, where he returns to Prot¬ 
estantism; his rights as citizen of Geneva are restored. 
Back in Paris in October. The Discourse is published 
in May 1755. In November the Political Economy 
appears in volume v of Diderot and d Alembert s 
Encyclopedia. 

Leaves Paris, and settles in a cottage, The Hermitage, 
on the estate of Mme. d'Epinay. Begins writing his 
novel Julie. 

Letter to M. d'Alembert (Lettre sur les spectacles) critical 
of d’Alembert’s article on Geneva in the Encyclopedia , 
and in particular of his proposal to open a theater in 
Geneva. The publication of the Letter made final his 
break with most of the philosophes. 

Publication of the epistolary novel Julie, ou la nouvelle 
Heloise, which becomes a runaway best-seller. 
Publication of Du central social (15 May) as well as of 
Emle (22 May). Both are condemned and ordered to 
be publicly burned in Geneva as well as in France; 
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Chronology 


1763-1765 


I7^S 

1765-1767 


1768 


1772 


1777 

1778 
1782 


1794 


the French government orders Rousseau’s arrest; he 
flees to Neuchatel, then governed by Prussia. 

While in Neuchatel, Rousseau renounces his Genevan 
citizenship. He writes a draft of a constitution for 
Corsica; is fiercely attacked by 'Voltaire in an anony¬ 
mous pamphlet, and decides to write his autobiogra¬ 
phy, the Confessions. 

Spends some weeks of intense happiness on the island 
of Saint Pierre in the Lac de Bienne. 

Under increasing attack wherever he seeks refuge, he 
accepts David Hume's offer of help to settle in Eng¬ 
land. (Falsely) suspecting Hume of having had a hand 
in writing an anonymous pamphlet ridiculing him, he 
quarrels with him and returns to France (although the 
order for his arrest had not been rescinded). 

While living under an assumed name, Renou, he mar¬ 
ries his long-time companion Therese Levasseur, by 
whom he had had five children, all of whom he had 
left at a home for foundlings. 

He writes the Considerations sur le gouvememenl de 
Pologne, and Dialogues: Rousseau juge de Jean-Jacques, 
neither of which gets published at this time. 

Writes the Reveries du promeneur solitaire. 

Dies quite suddenly on 2 July. 

Publication of the Du Peyrou-Moultou edition of the 
Works which incorporates many of Rousseau’s 
additions and corrections, and makes public for the 
first time his autobiographical writings, a number of 
his later political writings, as well as many shorter 
works, fragments and letters. 

Rousseau's ashes are transferred to the Pantheon. 
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The elegant five volumes of the Pleiade Jean-Jacques Rousseau, 
Oeuvres completes (or OC; for details, see A Note on the Texts, 
p. xliii), make available in a convenient and compact format the 
most complete collection of Rousseau’s published and unpublished 
writings. The different texts were assigned to different editors, and 
accordingly the extensive critical apparatus and annotations vary in 
usefulness. Also, unfortunately not all the texts are entirely reliable: 
aside from inevitable typographical errors, some of which remain 
uncorrected in printing after printing, not all — not even all import¬ 
ant - variants are recorded; capitalization is not consistently faithful 
to Rousseau’s original, or modernized uniformly throughout the 
edition. Close readers will therefore also have to consult the most 
authoritative editions of individual works: George R. Havens’s criti¬ 
cal edition of the First Discourse , Heinrich Meier’s critical edition 
of the Second Discourse, and the various classical critical editions of 
the Social Contract. For full details about these editions, see the 
beginning of the Editorial Notes for each work. The most complete 
guide to Rousseau editions, printings, and translations up to 1950 
is Jean Senelier’s Bibliographic generate des oeuvres def.-J. Rousseau 
(PUF, Paris, 1950). 

Ralph A. Leigh’s critical apparatus and annotations in his magis¬ 
terial Cmespondance complete (for details, see A Note on the Texts, 
p. xliii) make his edition a doubly invaluable source. 

References to standard translations of most of Rousseau’s more 
important works are included in the Editorial Notes. Most of Rous¬ 
seau’s major political writings not included in the present volume 
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will be found in Jean-Jacques Rousseau, The 'Discourses' and Other 
Early Political Writings , translated, with an Introduction and Notes, 
by Victor Gourevitch (Cambridge Texts in the History of Political 
Thought, Cambridge, 1997). 

The Annales de la Societe Jean-Jacques Rousseau {1905- ) publish 
articles, reviews and notices of particular interest to Rousseau schol¬ 
ars; so, frequently, do Studies on Voltaire and the Eighteenth Century 
<1955- )• 

The North American Association for the Study of Jean-Jacques 
Rousseau publishes a Bulletin and holds Symposia, the Proceedings 
of which are published under the title Pemee lihre. 

The secondary literature about Rousseau’s life and works is enor¬ 
mous- The following list is no more than a highly selective, prelimi¬ 
nary guide to further reading. It concentrates on- but is not limited 
to - works about Rousseau’s political philosophy; and it concen¬ 
trates on - but is not limited to - works in English. Numerous 
other, often more specialized references, will be found in the Edi¬ 
torial Notes. The bibliographies in the works listed here and in 
those Notes will guide the interested reader further, as will Peter 
Gay’s “Reading about Rousseau: A Survey of the Literature,” in 
his The Party of Humanity (Knopf, New York, 1964), pp. 211—238- 

Although, or perhaps because, he wrote several autobiographies, 
of which the Confessions is the best known and most complete, 
Rousseau has been a favorite subject of biographers. Two biogra¬ 
phies stand out for their balance: Jean Guehennos Jean-Jacques 
Rousseau (Gallimard, Paris, 1962; translated by John and Doreen 
Weightman, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1966), and the two 
volumes which Maurice Cranston lived to complete, Jean-Jacques. 
The Early Life and Work of Jean-Jacques Rousseau, 1712-1754 (Allen 
Lane, London, 1983) and The Noble Savage, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, 
1754-1762 {Viking/Penguin, London and University of Chicago 
Press, Chicago, 1991). Sir Gaven de Beer's Jean-Jacques Rousseau 
and his World (Putnam’s, New York and Thames & Hudson, 
London, 1972) may be consulted for its numerous, mostly eight¬ 
eenth-century images of persons, places and memorabilia associated 
with Rousseau. Jean Starobinski’s J.-J. Rousseau, La Transparence 
et Tobstacle (Plon, Paris, 1957. second, expanded edition, Gallimard, 
Paris, 1971), translated as Jean-Jacques Rousseau: Transparency and 
Obstruction (University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1988), is the best, 
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and the best-known, attempt to understand Rousseau’s writings in 
the light of the kind of person he is supposed to have been, and to 
construct the kind of person he is supposed to have been on the 
basis of his writings; it focuses on the “images, obsessional desires, 
nostalgias, that dominate Jean Jacques’ conduct and almost perma¬ 
nently guide his actions”; it does not attend to his thought as such. 
By contrast, Christopher Kelly’s Rousseau's Exemplary Life, the 
“ Confessions" as Political Philosophy (Cornell Univerity Press, 
Ithaca, 1987) reads Rousseau’s account of his life in the light of his 
thought. 

The most reliable and accessible accounts in English of Rous¬ 
seau’s thought as a whole are Charles W. Hendels’s Jean-Jacques 
Rousseau: Moralist (2 vols., Oxford Univerity Press, London and 
New York, 1934; second edition, Library of Liberal Arts, New 
York, 1962); and Robert Wokler's Rousseau , in the Past Masters 
series (OUP, Oxford, 1995), a lively, succinct distillation of the 
author’s extensive acquaintance with the texts, the secondary litera¬ 
ture and the period. Two French studies of Rousseau’s work as a 
whole belong on even a short list of books about Rousseau. Pierre 
Burgelin’s massive La Philosophic de {'existence de J.-f. fionsreau 
(PUF, Paris, 1952), and Tzvetan Todorov’s compact Frelt bonheur, 
essai sur Rousseau (Hachette, Paris, 1985); so do two general studies 
in German: Martin Rang, Rousseaus Lehre von Menschen 
(Vandenhoek & Ruprecht, Gottingen, 1959). which surveys the 
entire oeuvre from the perspective of the Emle, and Iring Fetscher’s 
illuminating and reliable Rousseaus politische Philosophic (Hermann 
Luchterhand Verlag, Neuwied, i960), which called attention to the 
difficulties raised by Rousseau’s apparently inconsistent accounts of 
“pity” in the Second Discourse and in the Essay on the Origin of 
Languages long before this became an issue in the French-language 
debates- . 

The most influential modem study of Rousseau s political philos¬ 
ophy is Robert Dtnthi'% fean-Jaetpus Rousseau et la science politique 
de m umf, (Vrin, Paris, 1970). One of the strenjths of this stud, 
and of Derathe’s numerous other contributions to Rousseau schol¬ 
arship is his consistent attention to the coherence and the cogency 
of Rousseau’s thought. Among earlier discussions in English o 
Rousseau’s political philosophy, much can be learned from T - Pi- 
Green’s Lectures on the Principles of Political Obi,gat,on (first 
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delivered in 1879, an< ^ ^ rst published posthumously in R. L. Nettle- 
ship’s edition of Green's Works [OUP, London and New York, 
1886], vol. 11, pp. 307-553; paperback reprint, University of Michi¬ 
gan Press, Ann Arbor, 1967), Bernard Bosanquet's Philosophical 
Theory of the State (Macmillan, London, 1899), and C. L 
Vaughan's “Introduction” to his Jean-Jacques Rousseau: The Politi¬ 
cal Writings (CUP, Cambridge. 1915, reprint Basil Blackwell. 
Oxford, 1962, vol. I, pp. 1—117). Judith N. Shklar’s Men and 
Citizens (CUP, Cambridge, 1969) seeks to capture and convey the 
tenor of what her sub-title calls Rousseau’s “social theory.” Roger 
Masters, The Political Philosophy of Rousseau (Princeton University 
Press, Princeton, 1968), provides detailed analyses of each of the 
major works. John C. Hall’s concise aid lucid Rousseau; An Intro¬ 
duction to his Political Philosophy (Schenkman, Cambridge, MA and 
Macmillan, London, 1972) concludes with a brief but helpful dis¬ 
cussion of “Some Modern Applications"; A. M. Melzer’s The 
Natural Goodness of Man (University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 
1990) explores Rousseau's political philosophy thoroughly and 
thoughtfully; Zev M. Trachtenberg, Making Citizens (Routledge, 
London and New York, 1993) pays special attention to the role 
Rousseau attaches to morals ( moeurs ), and reviews the claims that 
the “general will” is best understood in the light of theories of 
“rational choice”; Tracy B. Strong, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, The 
Polities of the Ordinary (Sage, Undon, 1994) « eclectic, wide- 
ranging, and spirited exploration of the work by perhaps the only 
scholar who proclaims himself a “Rousseauian. 

Kant acknowledged how indebted his moral thought was to 
Rousseau. This has unfortunately misled some academics to portray 
him as a lisping Kant. In an influential article, Eric Weil even went 
so far as to claim that “it took Kant to think Rousseau s thoughts" 
(“J.-J. Rousseau et sa politique,” Critique [January 1952], 56:3-28, 
reprinted in Essais et Conferences [Plon, Paris, x 97 1 3> v °l- PP- 
115-148). The best-known summaries of the influence of Rousseau 
on Kant’s moral thought are Ernst Cassirer’s balanced The Question 
of Jean-Jacques Rousseau (originally published in 1932; translated 
bv Peter Gay, Indiana University Press, Bloomington, 1963) and 
“Kant and Rousseau,” in Rousseau, Kant, Goethe (Princeton Uni¬ 
versity Press, Princeton, 1945). It remained for Richard L. Velkiey’s 
original, learned and absorbing Freedom and the End of Reason 
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(Chicago University Press, Chicago, 1989) to show Rousseau’s pro¬ 
found and pervasive influence on Kant’s critical philosophy as a 
whole- Andrew Levine’s thoughtful The Politics of Autonomy/: A 
Kantian Reading of Rousseau's Social Contract (University of Massa¬ 
chusetts Press, Amherst, 1976) is mindful of the differences between 
Rousseau and Kant; however his Kant is, as the author announces 
from the first, Marxicized by way of Althusser; see also his recent 
The General Will: Rousseau, Marx, Communism (CUP, Cambridge, 
1993); Louis Althusser’s analytic-Marxist reading, “Sur k Contrat 
Social (Les decalages),” Cahiers pour {'analyse ( 1970), 8:5-42), trans¬ 
lated by B. Brewster, is included in his Montesquieu, Rousseau, 
Marx: Politics and History (Verso, London, 1982); Michel Launay, 
fean-Jacques Rousseau emvain politique (CEI-/ACER, Grenoble, 
1972) views Rousseau’s political writings from what might, by con¬ 
trast, be called an historical-Marxist perspective, in the light of a 
very detailed account of the political circumstances in which they 
were composed. 

The debate about whether Rousseau’s legitimate, well- 
constituted State is what is now often called totalitarian goes at least 
as far back as the debates about the relation between his thought 
and the French Revolution and especially the Terror. The most 
conspicuous attacks on him on this score are Edmund Burke s, par¬ 
ticularly in his Reflections on the Revolution in France (179c), in 
which Burke did, however, also recognize that Rousseau himself 
“would be shocked at the practical frenzy of his scholars”; and by 
Benjamin Constant, especially in his Principles of Politics (1815) and 
his Liberty of the Ancients as compared with that of the Modems 
(1819), both translated by B. Fontana in Constant, Political Writings 
(Cambridge Texts in the History of Political Thought, Cambridge, 
1988); for a review of the debate, see J. W. Chapman, Rousseau. 
Totalitarian or Liberal? (AMS Press, New York, 1968); a widely 
influential argument for the view that Rousseau laid the foundation 
for “totalitarian democracy” is made by J. L. Talmon, The Origins 
of Totalitarian Democracy (Seeker & Warburg, London, 1952; 
paperback reprint, Praeger, New York, i960); however, the most 
tenacious contemporary critic of Rousseau’s presumably totalitarian 
teaching and personality is Lester G. Crocker, for example in his 
Rousseau’s Social Contract, An Interpretive Essay (Case Western 
Reserve Press, Cleveland, 1968); Richard Fralin, Rousseau and 
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Representation (Columbia University Press, New York, 1978) exam¬ 
ines one of the central problems in this all-too-often highly polemi¬ 
cal debate with scrupulous care. 

For the study of Rousseau’s thoughts about foreign policy, J, L. 
Windenberger, Essat sur la politique etrangere de J.-J. Rousseau 
(Picard et Fils, Paris, 1900) remains valuable; see also Grace G. 
Roosevelt, Reading Rousseau in the Nuclear Age {Philadelphia, 
Temple University Press, 1990); and the “Introduction” by Stanley 
Hoffmann and David P. Fidler to their anthology of Rousseau writ¬ 
ings, Rousseau on Internationa! Relations (Clarendon, Oxford, 1991). 

Among the works devoted to individual texts, Leo Strauss’s study 
of the First Discourse: “On the Intention of Rousseau,” Social 
Research (1947), 14:455-487, reprinted in Maurice Cranston and 
Richard S. Peters, eds., Hobbes and Rousseau (Doubleday, New 
York, 1972), pp. 254-290, stands out; John Hope Mason has written 
a “Reading Rousseau’s First Discourse,” Studies on Voltaire and the 
Eighteenth Century (1987), 249:251-266; Patrick Coleman’s Rous¬ 
seau’s Political Imagination: Rule and Representation in the 'Lettre d 
d’Alembert’( Droz, Geneva, 1984) should be mentioned in this con¬ 
text; my own “Rousseau on the Arts and Sciences,” The Journal of 
Philosophy (1972), 69:737-754 develops and documents in detail 
some of the points I make in the Introduction to Discourses tr. 
Among the works devoted to the Second Discourse, Arthur O. 
Lovejoy’s “The Supposed Primitivism of Rousseau’s Discourse on 
Inequality ” (1923), in Essays m the History of Ideas (Johns Hopkins 
University Press, Baltimore, 1948) did much to alert readers to the 
distinction Rousseau draws between different stages of the state of 
nature; Victor Goldschmidt’s Anthropologie et politique: Les Pnnapes 
du systeme de Rousseau (Vrin, Paris. 1974) provides the most detailed 
commentary on this Discourse; I have discussed some of the diffi¬ 
culties in interpreting the Second Discourse in “Rousseau s Pure 
State of Nature,” Interpretation (1988), 16:23-59. The single most 
sustained interpretation of the Essay on the Origin of Languages is 
Jacques Derrida’s often insightful and just as often willful reading 
of that text: De la grammatologie (Editions de Minuit, Paris, 1967), 
translated by Gayatn C. Spivak as Of Grammatology (Johns Hopkins 
University Press, Baltimore and London, 1976); Robert Wokler s 
Rousseau on Society , Politics, Music and Language (Garland, New 
York, 1987) is valuable; I have discussed the Essay m “ ‘The First 
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Times’ in Rousseau’s Essay on the Origin of Languages,” Graduate 
Faculty Philosophy Journal (1986), 11:123-146, and in “The Politi¬ 
cal Argument of Rousseau’s Essay on the Origin of Languages'' in 
Pursuits of Reason, Essays in Honor of Stanley Cavell (Texas Tech. 
University Press, Lubbock, 1993), pp. 21-36. Two very different 
commentaries on the Social Contract are particularly helpful: Maur¬ 
ice Halbwachs’s Rousseau. Du contrat social (Aubier, Paris, 1943), 
and Hilail Gildin’s Rousseau’s Social Contract: The Design of the 
Argument (University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1983). 



A note on the texts 

The present collection brings together most of Rousseau’s most 
important “political” writings, as well as some briefer polemical 
writings, and a few fragments and letters which shed light on the 
more formal, finished texts. By and large they appear here and in 
the companion volume, The “ Discourses” and other early political 
writings , in the order in which they were written or published. 

Some of the material included in this collection was not originally 
published by Rousseau himself, and it is not in all cases clear that 
he intended it to appear in print. Its inclusion therefore alls for at 
least a brief comment. We simply can no longer read and try to 
understand Rousseau exactly as he himself chose to present his 
thought and his person, and as his contemporaries came to know 
them. Many important drafts and fragments which he discarded or 
suppressed have beer discovered in the course of the past two cen¬ 
turies. In addition, some fifty massive volumes of his correspon¬ 
dence have been published. Purists may regret the incorporation 
into his oeuvre of this material. Yet no conscientious student of 
Rousseau can simply ignore it, if only because much of it develops 
or illumines what he did publish or intend for publication. At the 
same time, conscientious scholars will take into account whether - 
and why — he may or may not have intended a given passage or 
text to be made public. Many of his better-known letters are short 
essays about important aspects of his thought. That is why they are 
well known. He fully expected that they would be made public, 
eitheT by their addressees - a number of whom did, in fact, circulate 
and publish letters they had received from the by now famous Rous- 
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seau - or by himself. He certainly did not write the few letters 
included in this collection to unburden himself or to confide his 
inmost thoughts. He wrote them, as he repeatedly points out, in 
order to fulfill a moral obligation, to help or to benefit his 
addressees. They are as carefully crafted as his explicitly public 
writings. They, too, are politic. 

The present standard edition of Rousseau’s works is the five-volume 
Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Oeuvres completes, edited by B. Gagnebin 
and M. Raymond (Paris, Pleiade, 1959-1995). In order to make it 
easier for readers to check the translation against the original, I 
introduced the practice of providing volume and page references to 
this edition: for example, OC 111, 202-204, refers to pages 202-204 
of volume 111 in the Pleiade Oeuvres completer, [202] in the body of 
a translation indicates chat what follows corresponds to page 202 of 
that volume of the Pleiade edition. A number of other translators 
have since felt free also to adopt this practice. In order further to 
facilitate cross-references, I have numbered Rousseau’s paragraphs: 
SC 111 2 [1] refers to the first paragraph in the second chapter of 
the third book of the Social Contract. 

The present standard edition of Rousseau’s correspondence is 
Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Correspondunce complete , collected, edited, 
and annotated by R. A. Leigh (Institut et Musee Voltaire, Geneva 
and The Voltaire Foundation at the Taylor Institution, Oxford, 
1965-1989); all references to this remarkable work are abbreviated 
CC, followed by the Roman numeral indicating the volume, and 
the Arabic numeral(s) indicating the page(s). 
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Rousseau is a writer of uncommon range and power. Kant, the 
sober Kant, said that his writing so swept him away that he could 
not attend to his argument upon a first reading. No translation can 
hope to do justice to his original. My aim has therefore been no 
more than to render what he said and how he said it as faithfully 
and as unobtrusively as possible. 

He was aware that understanding his writings may require effort. 
He repeatedly calls for attentive readers (e g. Ineq. I (53]; 5C III 1 
[1]), and on at least one occasion he expressly invites us to re-read 
him with care (Poland 14 [3]; see also Ineq., Notice about the 
Notes). In a letter to Mme. d'Epinay he tells her that she will have 
to “learn my ‘dictionary' ’’ because “my terms rarely have their 
usual meaning” (March 1756, CC ill, 296). All of his readers have 
to learn his “dictionary.' 5 The following brief remarks are no more 
than preliminary notes for it. 

Art, “art”: see First Discourse [5], Editorial Note. 

Bon (adj.), bonte (n.), bim (n., adv.). “good,” “goodness,” 
“good(s)” and “well,” together with their antonyms, are key terms 
for Rousseau. For a brief comment about translating them, see the 
Editorial Note to Letter to Voltaire [3]. 

For the most part, 1 have translated liberte as “freedom," but 
affranchir, affranchissement, as “emancipation.” 

Morale (n.) means ethics; moralile (n.), “morality’; and, much of 
the time, moral (adj.), “moral,” simply means what we mean by 
that term, namely whatever pertains to what is morally right or 
wrong. However, often Rousseau also uses “moral’ in contrast to 
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“physical.” We still do so as well, when we say that we have a 
moral certainty, to indicate that we believe something to be the case 
although we have no “physical” evidence to support that belief (cp. 
Voltaire [38]). More generally, Rousseau follows Pufendorf in 
speaking of “moral persons,” associations, institutions, corporations 
which have no physical existence properly so called, but owe their 
existence to agreements, covenants, contracts, or to shared beliefs, 
opinions, attitudes, to moeurs , “morals]’ or ways of life; such “moral 
persons” may perfectly intelligibly be said to pursue corporate ends 
or goods, and to possess a corporate will. Moral and moeurs are 
closely related: Pufendorf derives moeurs from moral, Burlamaqui 
derives moral from moeurs. Moeurs is notoriously difficult to trans¬ 
late. No single English word consistently means “shared public 
morality.” “Manners” might seem plausible, but the burden of 
Rousseau’s numerous discussions of moeurs is the discrepancy 
between manners and morals. From the First Discourse onwards, his 
constant concern is with this moral core of moeurs: he understands 
the Dijon Academy’s Question about the impact of the arts and 
sciences on moeurs as a question about their impact on the moral 
tastes, dispositions, judgments, conduct, characteristic of a com¬ 
munity’s way of life. That is one reason why I have almost always 
translated moeurs as “morals.” Admittedly, moeurs can also mean 
“customs” or “ways,” as does its Latin root, mom. However, Rous¬ 
seau distinguishes between moeurs and customs (e.g. in Narcissus 
[15]*; SC 11 12 [5]). In a few rare cases - as when Le Roy speaks 
of the mating moeurs of partridges, deer and wolves (in the last line 
of his remarks about the Second Discourse)', and when Rousseau 
speaks of the savages’ ferocious moeurs ( Languages (| [5]) - I have 
translated moeurs as “ways.” Although on one occasion Rousseau 
speaks of moeurs as one kind of law {SC n 12 [5]), he consistently 
adheres to the traditional distinction between moeurs and laws. Pre¬ 
political - barbarous and savage - peoples live by moeurs alone, 
whereas riwT-ized peoples live also according to law strictly and 
properly so called {Ineq. it [15], [20]; Languages 5 IsD- Indeed > ^ 
more than anything else defines civil society, and hence being etvtf 
ized. At the same time, Rousseau would fully agree with Montes¬ 
quieu that . . a people invariably knows, loves, and defends its 
morals more than its laws” (Spirit of the Lam x 11). One more 
important reason for translating moeurs as “morals” is that what 
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Rousseau calls moeurs is very precisely what Kant calls Sitten, and 
Kant’s Sitten is traditionally, and rightly, translated “morals” (as, 
for example, in Groundwork of the Metaphysics <rf Morals). 

Patne is now most commonly translated by “country,” as in “my 
country.” Yet “country” will not do, because Rousseau contrasts 
patrie and pay's, “fatherland” and “country,” and those who have 
a country (pays), even if they cannot be said to have a fatherland 
{patne) (Emile v, OC IV 858; cp. NH vi 5, OC 11, 657). I have there¬ 
fore consistently rendered patrie as “fatherland.” “Fatherland” also 
preserves the traditional suggestion that citizenship bears a certain 
similarity to a filial relationship - filial, not necessarily paternal: in 
spite of its etymology, it is feminine (la patrie)', and Rousseau does 
not hesitate to speak of the mere patne, the mother fatherland (Pol. 
Ec. [34]; Poland 3 [8]). Unfortunately “fatherland” does not capture 
the echo of patrie which Rousseau also wants his reader to hear in 
"patriotism.” Mo English word does. 

Science: see First Discourse [5], Editorial Note. 

In a number of cases I have tried to preserve some of the associ¬ 
ations of the original: force (n.) means "strength’ as well as force. 

1 have tried to render it as consistently as possible by "force. In 
pan I have done so simply to keep before the reader’s eyes how 
very frequently Rousseau uses “force” and cognates; in part I have 
done so in order to convey as faithfully as possible Rousseau s 
repeated inquiries into possible parallels and contrasts between 
physical and moral or psychological "force” - as when he charac¬ 
terizes the contract as a pooling of forces, or when, in a famous and 
ambiguous phrase, he speaks of men’s being “forced to be free 
(SC 1 7 [8]), or when he derives “virtue” from "force 0 (Emtle V, 
OC iv, 817; Fmnquieres [21); cp. SC iv 4 [1]*) and defines it as 
“the strength [force] and vigor of the soul” (First Discourse [11]; 
Hero [33] and Editorial Note). These inquiries are best seen as so 
many case studies of his constant, comprehensive examination of 
the relations between the law(s) of nature and the natural law(s). 
Unfortunately it is not always possible to convey this point as clearly 
in the translation as Rousseau made it in the original: when, in the 
brief paragraph introducing the Social Contract, Rousseau says he 
had overestimated his forces, it seems forced to avoid “strength, 
and “The most inviolable law of nature is the law du plus fori" has 
to be “of the stronger” (Poland 13 [3]). Fort (n., adj.), strong, 
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clearly has the same root a$ force and forcer, and its occurrence 
therefore reinforces the associations with these words, whereas 
“strong” of course does not immediately evoke an association with 
“force.” That association grows still weaker when it comes to d 
force de (see, in particular, SC II q [i]), which means “by dint of,” 
and will evoke “force” only to the etymologically schooled Teader. 
it cannot be rendered at all for force de (is in Poland 3 [2]), meaning 
“many,” and suggesting that there is force in numbers. (See also 
the Introduction, p. xxi above, and the Introduction to Discourses 
tr., p. xxiii.) 

In some cases I have tried to preserve associations with the writ¬ 
ings of other authors. To take but one example: inconvenient (n., 
adj.) is commonly rendered “drawback” or “disadvantage.” I have 
tried consistently to render it as “inconvenience” and “incon- 
venient,” because that is the term Machiavelli uses quite routinely, 
as when he remarks that against the inconvinientt facing a newly 
established free State there is “no remedy more powerful, more 
valid, more secure, or more necessary than the killing of the sons 
of Brutus .. (Discourses 1 16, with which cp. Rousseau’s Last 
Reply [54H56]); it is the term Grotius uses in a crucial passage in 
which he also notes that .. you can frame no Form of Govern¬ 
ment in your Mind, which will be without Inconveniences [ineom- 
modis] and Dangers .. .” (Right of War and Peace 1, 3, § viil); it is 
the term Hobbes uses: e.g. “The condition of man in this life shall 
never be without Inconveniences .. (Leviathan ch. xx, last para., 
cp. .. the estate of Man can never be without some incommodity 
or other”: Leviathan ch. XVin, and De cive, ch. x, passim), which 
Sorbiere, in whose translation Rousseau read Hobbes, sometimes 
renders mconvements and sometimes incommodith ; it is also the term 
Locke uses: “... Civil Government is the proper Remedy for the 
Inconveniences of the Sure of Nature, which must certainly be 
Great, where Men may be Judges in their own Case . . (Second 
Treatise , ch. n, § xiii; cp. ib., ch. vii, §§ 90, 91; ch. vm, § 101; ch. 

XI §§ U 7 13b) which the contemporary French translations render 

inconvenient!-, cp. SC 111 15 t'°l What Rousseau calls 

“inconvenience(s)” in some contexts is what in other contexts he 

calls “evil(s).” , _ , 

In a few cases I took advantage of the fact that some French 
words and expressions have become part of English by leaving them 
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untranslated; “entre nous,” “corvee,” “amour propre.” “Amour 
propre,” one of the key terms of Rousseau’s moral psychology, is 
a traditional stumbling-block for translators. Hume had already 
complained about the difficulties of finding a suitable English equiv¬ 
alent for it. 

It seems, indeed, certain that the sentiment of conscious worth, 
the self-satisfaction proceeding from a review of a man’s own 
conduct and character - it seems certain, I say, that this senti¬ 
ment which, though the most common of all sentiments, has 
no proper name in our language . .. The term pride is com¬ 
monly taken in a bad sense; but this sentiment seems indifferent 
The French express this sentiment by the term amour- 
propre ; but as they also express self-love as well as vanity by 
the same term, there arises a great confusion ...An Inquiry 
concerning the Principles of Morals, Appendix tv: “Of Some 
Verbal Disputes,” § 3 and note. 

The obvious candidates for Rousseau’s amour propre are “vanity,” 
“vainglory” and “pride,” especially since he introduces amour 
propre as a technical term in the context of his criticism of Hobbes s 
understanding of “vanity” or “vainglory.” Yet none of these three 
English terms will do, if only because he also uses vamte, orgueil 
and Jierte, and he contrasts them in the Project for a Constitution far 
Corsica, OC TU, 937T Fortunately, “amour propre” has found its 
way into Webster’s Dictionary as well as into the OED. I therefore 
felt free to let it stand as is. 

Sauvage (n„ adj.) is consistently rendered “savage”; it is helpful 
to keep in mind that in French the word also means “wild” in 
contrast to “cultivated” and “domesticated,” as in “wild flowers” 
or “wildlife;” for example, Ineq. 1 [11], and see To Franquures [9]. 

Sense <v., n.), in French as in English and in so many other 
languages, refers to physical as well as to moral and intellectual 
apprehension. Hence the distinction between being “sentient” or 
“sensitive” (sensible) and being “sensible” (sensitif. One prominent 
form the mid-eighteenth-century debate about materialism took was 
a debate about whether matter is ot could be sentient or sensitive 
(see Editorial Note to Letter to Voltaire [8]). Rousseau explores the 
relations between “physical” sense and “moral” sense in all of his 
major writings, but perhaps most searchingly in the Essay on the 
Origin of Languages (especially in chapters 13 and 15); and at one 
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time he considered writing a morale sensitive, an ethics based on 
sentience or sensibility, which he also thought of as Ie materialism 
du Sage , “the wise man’s materialism” (Conf. ix, OC i, 409)- His 
most sustained discussions of the virtues related to the senses, tem¬ 
perance, moderation, sobriety, are found at the end of Book iv of 
the Emile and in the second Dialogue, OC 1, 8o4ff. William Empson 
has devoted four classical studies to the changing fortunes of this 
family of terms, in The Structure of Complex Words ; Jane Austen 
explored it beautifully in Sense and Sensibility ; and John Austin 
explored it ingeniously in Sense and Sensibilta. The secondary litera¬ 
ture on “sensibility” is enormous, To my knowledge, the best his¬ 
tory of the medical background remains Oswei Temkin’s classical 
“Studien zum ‘Sinn’-Begriff in der Medizin,” Kyklos (1929). 2:21- 
105. I am not aware of a comparable study of the French back¬ 
ground, but rich materials for one can be found in Jacques Roger’s 
classical Les Sciences 1ie la vie dam la pensee du xvine siecle (Armand 
Colin, Paris, 1963). Anyone interested in studying Rousseau’s usage 
in detail will want to consult Le Vocabulaire du sentiment dans 
Toeuvre de J.-J. Rousseau, compiled under the direction of Michel 
Gilot and Jean Sgard at the Centre d’Etude des Sensibilites de 
I'Universite de Grenoble (Editions Slatkine, Geneva and Paris, 
1970), and J. J. Spink, “Rousseau et la morale du sentiment 
(lexicologie, ideologic),” in Rousseau after 200 Years, edited by 
R. A. Leigh (CUP, Cambridge, 1982), pp. 239-250. Questions sur¬ 
rounding ‘‘sense” are further complicated by questions about senti¬ 
ment or “sentiment,” Rousseau reserves the term for the inmost 
stratum of our being and experience, what he came to call the 
sentiment of one’s own existence” (references in the Editorial Notes 
to Second Discourse 1 [21]). More generally, both “sense” and “senti¬ 
ment” come to be seen as less rigorous but deeper, more rooted 
than reason or “mere ratiocination,” and both French and English 
come increasingly to use “sentiment” in place of opinion, or judg¬ 
ment, or even thought - as Hume does in the passage about amour 
propre quoted above. Rousseau himself remains ever mindful of the 
difference between sentiment and thought, and he draws a sharp 
distinction between “proof by sentiment” and rational proof, a dis¬ 
tinction which very strictly corresponds to the important distinction 
he frequendy draws between persuasion and conviction (e.g. 
Voltaire [30]; Frantpiieres [u]. To Mirabeau 14]). For these reasons 
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among others, it is preferable, whenever possible, to render stntir 
with “to sense” or “to be sensible to,” rather than with the more 
usual “to fed.” Sentimental (“sentimental”) enters the language in 
the mid-eighteenth century, but plays no role in Rousseau’s vocabu¬ 
lary; how much it, too, becomes saturated with the ambiguities of 
its root term is nicely conveyed by Flaubert’s title Education senti- 
mentak , “Sentimental Education.” 

Whenever Rousseau qualifies something as veritable, “genuine,” 
he is explicidy or implicitly contrasting it with what he regards as 
a spurious alternative; vrai, “true” does not imply such a contrast. 

Although he is remarkably consistent in the use of his technical 
vocabulary, Rousseau expressly calls attention to the fact that he 
finds it impossible to be invariably so [Emile n, OC IV, 345*); and 
that it sometimes suits his purposes not to be so (SC 1 6 [to] near 
the end), in other words that it sometimes suits his purposes to be 
deliberately ambiguous in the use of his political language. Thus, 
for example, he will occasionally use the language of natural law, 
although he rejects the idea or concept of natural law. At times it 
suits him to use “government” to refer to what most of us would 
most of the time call either “government” or “the state” - as he 
does in the title of his work on Poland - although for precise, tech¬ 
nical purposes, he restricts “government” to strictly subordinate 
administrative and executive functions (he reviews the various 
senses of “government” in Letlres de la montagne v, OC HI, 77°f- 
and ik, vi, OC hi, 8o8f.; also see Emile v, OCiv, 844-848, tr. Bloom 
463-466). “Government,” as he defines it, is not sovereign (SC m 
1 [3H5])- The people is In Rousseau’s technical vocabulary, peuple 
or “people” corresponds to what we would now refer to either as 
“a people” or a “nation”, as, for example, in "the French people 
or nation” (SC 1 6 [10]); . - the act by which a people is a people 

., , is the true foundation of society” (SC 1 5 [2)). Like “nation, 
“people” can be used both in the singular - e.g. “the people is 
sovereign”; “it can be misled” - and in the plural - e g. there are 
no more peoples being formed” (SC rv 4 [1]). Rousseau also uses 
“people” to refer to the many, those who labor and are poor - e.g. 
“It is the people that makes up mankind; what is not people is so 
slight a thing as not to be worth taking into account” (Emile tv, OC 
IV, 509, tr. Bloom 225) - and whenever he uses “people" in his 
more technical sense, he wants his reader to have the association 

1 



Nctle on ike translations 


with peuple in this more common sense of the term. Rousseau’s use 
of peuple(s) significantly influenced later uses - and conceptions - 
of “folk,” especially in the German sense of Volk. 

Police means “political organization” or “administration” (SC m 
15 [12], iv 1 [3]; Poland 7 [24]). Police literally means “politicized” 
in contrast to being in the state preceding political society; the Lati¬ 
nized version of the word, “civilized,” fails to do justice to the 
French word because it no longer has a primarily political conno¬ 
tation; also, Rousseau sometimes uses “civilize,” and when he does, 
he uses it as we would use it now. Where possible I have therefore 
translated it “politically organized.” I am not aware of a single 
occurrence of civilization in Rousseau; its first recorded use in 
French (in 1757) is by Rousseau’s correspondent, Mirabeau 
(“Civilization: Contribution a I’histoire du mot,” E, Benveniste, 
Problemes de linguistique generate [Gallimard, Paris, 1966], pp. 336- 
345). Politesse is “politeness” in the sense of “urbanity” in contrast 
to “rusticity” or even to “boorishness” (see especially First Discourse 
[10], [14]); whereas “civility” consists in acting in conformity with 
natural right toward fellow-citizens, in contrast to “humanity,” 
which consists in acting in conformity with it toward strangers. The 
contrast literally corresponds to the contrast citizen/man: see pp. 
x—xxx above. On politic (adj.) or “political” right and laws, see, 
again, the Introduction to SC tr. Pohtitjue(s) (n.) is now commonly 
translated “political theorist(s),” which suggests departments of 
political science, and has little to do with Rousseau’s meaning. The 
true politique , he tells the Archbishop of Paris, seeks to render 
peoples happy and good by striving for the harmony between the 
private and the public good (To Beaumont, OC iv, 937). Bacon 
sometimes simply kept the French term - . it is as hard and 

severe a thing to be a true politique, as to be truly moral” 
(Advancement of Learning 11) - and sometimes used “politic men.” 
I have somewhat reluctantly translated it as “politician(s).” The 
politiques were also the party of those who, like Bodin, sought politi¬ 
cal solutions to religious conflicts, and the term long had the same 
associations in its English use. 

Such examples could be multiplied almost at will. An adequate 
discussion of any one of the more important terms in Rousseau’s 
vocabulary would require a full essay. Every now and then I 
have flagged some of these terms in the Editorial Notes. In the 
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Introduction (pp. x—xxx above), I have sketched the broad outlines 
of what a fuller survey of his use of the key term “right” might 
look like. 

While Rousseau is not perfectly consistent in his use of capitaliz¬ 
ation, certain words dearly mean one thing when he capitalizes 
them, and another when he does not. A few examples will, again, 
have to suffice. For the most part he uses Cite, “City,” as a technical 
term roughly equivalent to the Latin eivitaf, it is, of course, the 
root of “Citizen,” a term to which he did so much to restore its 
distinctive resonance. By contrast, ville, “city,” means jusc what we 
mean when we speak about a city or a town; occasionally it is spelled 
Ville, and “City” then does not mean anything like dvitas, but 
simply refers to a specific city, e.g. Lisbon. These differences should 
always be clear enough from the context. 

Etat, “state,” refers to (i) any more or less stable, lasting con¬ 
dition, as in “the state of her health” or in “state of affairs” and, 
of course, in “state of nature” or “civil state”; this is the meaning of 
“state” that informs Hume’s criticism of Hobbes’s state of nature: 
“Whether such a condition of human nature could ever exist, or if 
it did, could continue so long as to merit the appellation of a state, 
may justly be doubted” (Concerning the Principles of Morals i, 3). 
(2) It refers to “estate” (German: Stand) as in “the third estate,” 
as well as “rank” or “station” as in “my station and its duties.” 
However, (3) etat in this sense must sometimes be translated by 
“position,” as in “being in a position to .. (4) Finally, Rousseau 

writes etat in referring to any particular given political state, e.g. 
“the French state,” whereas in reference to the political state in 
general he writes “State” (Etat): The “. . public person . .. formed 
by the union of all the others, formerly assumed the name City, 
and now assumes that of Republic or of body politic, which is called 
by its members State when it is passive, Sovereign when active 
(SC, 17 [10)). . r 

Gouvemement, “Government,” is the institution of government; 
gouvemement, “government,” refers to any given government, the 
government of this State or that, or of this or that province, munici¬ 
pality ot other sub-division of the State. 

The modern reader cannot help being struck by the fact that 
Rousseau does not capitalize certain words which contemporary 
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writers would regard it as irreverent or inconsiderate not to 
capitalize. 

Punctuation is almost as much a problem in rendering a text from 
one language into another as is vocabulary. Decisions about punctu¬ 
ation are decisions about respecting the meaning, but also the 
rhythm and flow of the text, and hence of the thought. Rarely is 
anything gained by breaking up a competent writer’s sentences, and 
almost always something is lost in the process. 
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A note on the editorial notes and the index 

The Editorial Notes have been relegated to the end in order to keep 
them from intruding between text and reader. They identify per¬ 
sons, events, texts or passages, and sometimes doctrines which 
Rousseau mentions or alludes to. Very occasionally they all atten¬ 
tion to parallels with what he says in other writings. They remain 
at or near the surface of the texts. They do not analyze or interpret. 

The Index is designed to be of help even to close readers of these 
texts. 
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The Social Contract 
and other later political writings 




[OC hi, 241] 

Discourse on Political Economy 

[3] Economy (Ethics and Politics), the word is derived from oiicoq, 
house, and vopoq, law, and originally merely means the wise and 
legitimate government of the household, for the common good of 
the entire family. The meaning of the term was subsequently 
extended to the government of the large family which is the state. 
In order to distinguish the two usages, it is called general or political 
economy in the latter case, and in the former, domestic or private 
economy. This article deals only with the first. Regarding domestic 
economy, see father of the family, 

[2] Even if there were a relation between the state and the family 
as close as a number of authors claim, it would still not follow that 
the rules of conduct appropriate to one of these two societies are 
suited to the other they differ too much in size to admit of being 
administered in the same way, and there will always be a very great 
difference between domestic government, where the father can see 
everything for himself, and civil government, where the chief sees 
almost nothing but through someone else’s eyes. For things to 
become equal in this respect, the father’s talents, force, and all of 
his faculties would have to increase in proportion to the size of the 
family, and the soul of a powerful monarch would have to be in 
proportion to an ordinary man’s soul as the extent of his empire is 
to a private person’s inheritance. 

[3] But how could tbe government of the state be like that of the 
family, when its foundation is so different? The father being physi¬ 
cally stronger than his children, paternal power is rightly taken to 
be established by nature so long as they require his assistance. In 
die large family all of whose members are naturally equal, political 
authority, which is purely arbitrary in its institution, can be founded 
only on conventions, and the ma[2^^]gistrate can command others 
only by virtue of the laws. The father’s duties are dictated to him 
by natural sentiments, and in a tone that rarely allows him to dis¬ 
obey. Chiefs have no comparable rule, and are really bound to the 
people only for what they have promised it they would do, and 
which it has a right to demand they perform. Another even more 
important difference is that since children have nothing but what 
they receive from the father, it is obvious that all the rights of 
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property belong to him, or emanate from him; the very opposite is 
the case in the large family, where the general administration is 
established solely to insure private property, which is prior to it. 
The primary aim of the entire household’s labors is to preserve and 
to increase the father’s patrimony, so that he might some day divide 
it among his children without impoverishing them; whereas the 
treasury’s wealth is but a means, often poorly understood, of main¬ 
taining private persons in peace and plenty. In a word, the small 
family is destined to die out, and to break up some day into a 
number of other similar families; but since the large family is made 
to last forever in the same state, the first has to increase in order 
to multiply [into a number of other similar families]: whereas not 
only does it suffice for the other to preserve itself, but it can easily 
be proved that any increase is more prejudicial than useful to it. 

[4] For various reasons derived from the nature of the matter, 
the father ought to command in the family. In the first place, the 
authority of the father and of the mother ought not to be equal; 
rather, there has to be a single government, and when opinions are 
divided there has to be one predominant voice that decides. In the 
second place, regardless of how slight the incapacities specific to 
women may be thought to be; since they invariably impose intervals 
of inaction on her, this is a sufficient reason to exclude her from 
this primacy: for when the balance is perfectly equal, a straw is 
enough to tip it. Moreover, the husband has to be able to review 
his wife’s conduct: for it matters to him that the children he is 
forced to recognize and to raise belong to none other than himself. 
The wife, who has nothing comparable to fear, has not the same 
right over the husband. In the third place, the children ought to 
obey the father, initially out of necessity, then out of grati[24j]tude; 
after having their needs attended to by him for the first half of their 
life, they should devote the second half to providing for his needs. 
In the fourth place, as regards servants, they also owe him their 
services in exchange for his providing their subsistence; unless they 
break the bargain when it no longer suits them. I say nothing about 
slavery; because it is contrary to nature, and no right can author¬ 
ize it. 

[5] None of this obtains in political society. Far from the chief’s 
having a natural interest in the happiness of private individuals, it 
is not uncommon for him to seek his own happiness in their misery. 
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When magistrature is hereditary, a child often commands men: 
when it is elective, a thousand inconveniences attend elections, and 
in either case all the advantages of paternity are lost. If you have 
but a single chief, you are at the discretion of a master who has no 
reason to love you; if you have several, you have to bear both their 
tyranny and their dissentions. In a word, abuses are inevitable and 
their consequences fatal in any society, where the public interest 
and the laws have no natural force whatsoever, and are constantly 
under attack from the personal interest and the passions of the chief 
as well as of the members. 

[6] Although the functions of the father of a family and of the 
foremost magistrate should aim at the same goal, they do so in such 
different ways; their duty and rights are so distinct that it is impos¬ 
sible to equate them without forming false ideas about the funda¬ 
mental laws of society, and committing errors fatal to humankind. 
Indeed, while the voice of nature is the best counsel a good father 
should heed in order to fulfill his duties well, it is for the magistrate 
nothing but a false guide which constantly tends to distance him 
from his duties, and sooner or later drags him to his own and to 
the state’s ruin unless he is restrained by the most sublime virtue. 
The only precaution the father of the family needs is to guard 
against depravation and to keep his natural inclinations from grow¬ 
ing corrupt; but it is these very inclinations that corrupt the magis¬ 
trate. To do well, the first need only consult his heart; the other 
becomes a traitor the moment he heeds his: he should be wary even 
ofhis reason, and follow no other rule than the public reason, which 
is the law. Indeed, nature has made many [244] good fathers of 
families; but it is doubtful that since the beginning of the world 
human wisdom made even ten men capable of governing their 
fellow-men. 

[7] From everything I have just set forth, it follows that public 
economy has rightly been distinguished from private economy, and 
that since the family and the state have nothing in common but 
their chiefs' obligation to make each happy, the same rules of con¬ 
duct could not apply to both. It seemed to me that these few lines 
would suffice to overthrow the odious system which Sir Filmer 
tried to establish in a work entitled Patriarcka , and to which two 
illustrious men did too much honor by writing books to refute it: 
besides, this error is very old, since even Aristotle saw fit to combat 
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it with arguments that can be found in the first book of his Politics. 

[8] I invite my readers also clearly to distinguish public economy , 
which is my topic, and which I call government, from the supreme 
authority, which I call sovereignty; a distinction which consists in 
this, that the one has the legislative right and in some cases obligates 
the very body of the nation, whereas the other has only the execu¬ 
tive power, and can only obligate individuals. See politics and 
SOVEREIGNTY. 

[q] Allow me to use for a moment a common and in many 
respects imprecise comparison, but one suited to making myself 
better understood. 

[io] The body politic, taken by itself, can be looked upon as an 
organized body, alive, and similar to a man’s. The sovereign power 
represents the head; the laws and customs are the brain, the prin¬ 
ciple of the nerves and the seat of the understanding, of the will, and 
of the senses, of which the judges and magistrates are the organs; 
commerce, industry, and agriculture are the mouth and stomach 
which prepare the common subsistence; public finances are the 
blood which a wise economy, performing the functions of the heart, 
sends out to distribute nourishment and life throughout the entire 
body; the citizens are the body and the members that make the 
machine move, live, and work, and no pan of which can be hurt 
without the painful impression of it being straightaway conveyed 
to the brain, if the animal is in a state of health, 

[24s] [11] The life of the one as well of the other is the seif 
common to the whole, the reciprocal sensitivity and the internal 
correspondence of all the parts. What if this communication should 
cease, the formal unity vanish, and the contiguous parts no longer 
belong together except by being next to one another? the man is 
dead, or the state is dissolved. 

[12] The body politic is, then, also a moral being that has a will; 
and this general will, which always tends to the preservation and 
the well-being of the whole and of each part, and which is the 
source of the laws, is. for all the members of the state, in relation 
to one another and to it, the rule of what is just and what unjust; 
a truth which, incidentally, shows with how little sense so many 
writers have treated as theft the cunning prescribed to Lacedaemon¬ 
ian children to earn their frugal meal, as if anything the law com- 
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mands could fail to be legitimate. See under right the source of this 
great and luminous principle, which that article develops. 

[13] It is important to note that this rule of justice, dependable 
with respect to all citizens, can be false with respect to strangers; 
and the reason for this is clear: that in thar case the will of the 
state, although general with respect to its members, is no longer so 
with respect to the other states and their members, but becomes 
for them a particular and individual will that has its rule of justice 
in the law of nature, which is equally consistent with the principle 
established: for in that case the great city of the world becomes the 
body politic of which the law of nature is always the general will, 
and of which the various states and peoples are merely individual 
members. 

[14] From these same distinctions applied to every political 
society and its members flow the most universal and dependable 
rules by which to judge a good or a bad government and, in general, 
the morality of all human actions. 

[15] Every political society is made up of other, smaller societies 
of different kinds, each one of which has its interests and maxims; 
but these societies, which everyone perceives because they have an 
external and authorized form, are not the only ones that really exist 
in the state; all private individuals who are united by a common 
interest make up as many other, permanent or transient [societies] 
whose force is no less real for being [2^6] less apparent, and whose 
various relations, well observed, constitute the genuine knowledge 
of morals. It is all these tacit or formal associations which in so 
many ways modify the appearance of the public will by the influence 
of their own, The will of these particular societies always has two 
relations; for the member of the association, it is a general will; for 
the large society, it is a particular will, which very often proves to 
be upright in the first respect, and vicious in the second. A given 
person may be a devout priest, or a courageous soldier, or a zealous 
lawyer, and a bad citizen. A given deliberation may be advantageous 
to the small community, and most pernicious to the large one. It 
is true that since particular societies are always subordinate to those 
that contain them, one ought to obey the latter in preference to 
the former, that the duties of the citizen take precedence over those 
of the senator, and those of man over those of the citizen: but 
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unfortunately personal interest is always inversely proportional to 
duty, and increases in direct proportion as the association grows 
narrower and the commitment less sacred; invincible proof that the 
most general will is also the most just, and that the voice of the 
people is indeed the voice of God. 

[16] It does not follow, however, that public deliberations are 
always equitable; they may not be so regarding foreign affairs; I 
have stated the reason why this is so. Thus it is not impossible 
that a well-governed republic might wage an unjust war. Nor is it 
impossible that the council of a democracy pass bad decrees or con¬ 
demn the innocent: but none of this will ever happen unless the 
people is seduced by private interests which some few skillful men 
succeed by their reputation and eloquence to substitute for the 
people’s own interest. Then the public deliberation will be one 
thing, and the general will another thing entirely. Do not, therefore, 
raise the democracy of Athens as an objection to me, because Athens 
was in fact not a democracy, but a most tyrannical aristocracy gov¬ 
erned by learned men and orators. Attend carefully to what happens 
in any deliberation, and you will see that the general will is always 
for the common good; but very often some secret division develops, 
some tacit alliance which causes the assembly’s natural disposition 
to be eluded in favor of private views. [247] Then the social body 
really divides into other bodies whose members adopt a general will, 
good and just with regard to these new bodies, unjust and bad with 
regard to the whole from which each of them dismembers itself. 

[17] li is evident how easy it is, by means of these principles, to 
explain the apparent contradictions found in the conduct of so many 
men who are full of scruples and honor in some respects, deceitful 
and knavish in others, who trample underfoot the most sacred 
duties, yet are faithful to the death to commitments that are often 
illegitimate. Thus do the most corrupt men invariably render some 
sort of homage to the public faith; this las was pointed out in the 
article right) is how even brigands, the enemies of virtue in the 
large society, worship its semblance in their dens. 

[18] In establishing the general will as the first principle of public 
economy and the fundamental rule of government, I did not believe 
it necessary to inquire seriously whether the magistrates belong to 
the people or the people to the magistrates, and whether in public 
affairs it is the good of the state or the good of the chiefs that 
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should be consulted. The question has long since been settled one 
way by practice, and another by reason; and in general it would be 
a great folly to hope that those who are masters in fact would prefer 
some other interest to their own. Public economy should therefore 
be further subdivided into popular and tyrannical. The first is that 
of any state where there is unity of interest and will between the 
people and the chiefs; the other will necessarily evist wherever the 
government and the people have different interests, and hence 
opposing wills. Its maxims are recorded throughout the annals of 
history and the satires of Machiavelli. The others are found only 
in the writings of the philosophers who dare to call for the rights 
of humanity. 

[19] I. The first and the most important maxim of legitimate or 
popular government, that is to say of government that has the good 
of the people as its object, is then, as I have said, in all things to 
follow the general will; but in order to follow it, one has to know 
it, and above all clearly to distin[2^5]guish it from the particular 
will beginning with oneself; a distinction it is always very difficult 
to draw and on which only the most sublime virtue can shed 
adequate light. Since one has to be free in order to will, another, no 
lesser, difficulty is to secure both public freedom and governmental 
authority. Inquire into the motives that have led men united by 
their mutual needs in the great society to unite more closely bv 
means of civil societies; you will find none other than that of secur¬ 
ing the goods, the life, and the freedom of each member through 
the protection of all: but how can men be forced to defend the 
freedom of one of them without infringing on the freedom of the 
others? and how can the public needs be met without disturbing 
the particular [or private] property of those who are forced to con¬ 
tribute to them? Regardless of the sophisms by which all this may 
get colored, certain it is that if someone can compel my will, I am 
no longer free, and that I am no longer master of my goods if 
someone else can interfere with them. This difficulty, which must 
have seemed insurmountable, was resolved together with the first 
difficulty by the most sublime of all human institutions, or rather 
by a celestial inspiration that taught man to imitate here below the 
immutable decrees of the divinity. By what inconceivable art were 
the means found to subjugate men in order to make them free? to 
use the goods, the labor and even the life of all of its members in 
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the service of the state, without compelling and consulting them? 
to shackle their will by their own agreement? to have their consent 
prevail over their refusal, and to force them to punish themselves 
when they do what they did not want? How can it be that they 
obey and no one commands, that they serve yet have no master.; 
all the freer in fact than in apparent subjection, no one loses any 
more of his own freedom than might harm someone rise’s? These 
marvels are the work of law. It is to law alone that men owe justice 
and freedom. It is this salutary organ of the will of all that restores 
in [the realm of] right the natural equality among men. It is this 
celestial voice that dictates the precepts of public reason to every 
citizen, and teaches him to act in conformity with the maxims of 
his own judgment, and not to be in contradiction with himself. 
[249] It alone is also what the chiefs should cause to speak when 
they command; for as soon as one man lays claim to subjecting 
another to his private will independently of the laws, he instantly 
leaves the civil state and places himself in relation to him in the 
pure state of nature where obedience is never prescribed except by 
necessity. 

[20] The chiefs most urgent interest, as well as his most indis¬ 
pensable duty is therefore to see to it that the laws of which he is 
the minister and on which his entire authority is founded are 
observed. His having to make others observe them is all the more 
reason for himself, who enjoys all of their benefits, to observe them. 
For his example carries such force that even if the people were 
willing for him to cast off the yoke of the law, he should refrain 
from taking advantage of such a dangerous prerogative, which 
others would soon seek to usurp in turn, often to his prejudice. In 
the final analysis, since all of society’s commitments are by their 
[veryj nature reciprocal, it is not possible to place oneself above the 
law without renouncing its advantages, and no one owes anything 
to anyone who claims not to owe anyone anything. For the same 
reason, in a well-regulated government no exemption from the law 
will ever be granted on any grounds whatsoever. Even the citizens 
who have deserved well of the fatherland should be rewarded with 
honors and never with privileges: for the republic is on the brink 
of ruin as soon as one can think it a fine thing not to obey the laws. 
But if ever the nobility, or the military, or any other order in the 
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stare were to adopt such a maxim, everything would be irremediably 
lost. 

[21] The power of the laws depends even more on their own 
wisdom than on their ministers' severity, and the public will derives 
its greatest influence from the reason that dictated it; this is why 
Plato considers it a most important precaution always to place at 
the head of edicts a reasoned preamble which shows their justice 
and utility. Indeed, the first of all laws is to respect the laws: harsh¬ 
ness of punishments is nothing but a vain expedient thought up by 
small minds to substitute terror for this respect which they are 
unable to achieve, It has always been noted that the countries where 
punishments are most terrible are also the countries where they 
[250] are most frequent; 50 that the cruelty of penalties shows 
nothing more than the large number of people breaking the law, 
and that by punishing everything equally severely, the guilty are 
forced to commit crimes in order to escape punishment for their 
failings. 

[22] But although the government is not the master of the law, 
it is a considerable thing to be its guarantor and to dispose of a 
thousand ways of making it beloved. This is all that the talent for 
ruling consists in. With force in hand, there is no art to making 
everyone tremble, and not even much to winning men’s hearts; for 
experience long ago taught the people to give its chiefs much credit 
for all the harm they do not inflict on it, and to adore them when 
they do not hate it. An imbecile who is obeyed can punish trans¬ 
gressions just like anyone else: the genuine statesman knows how 
to prevent them; he exercises his respectable dominion over wills 
even more than over actions. If he could bring it about that everyone 
did well, he himself would have nothing left to do, and the master¬ 
piece of his labors would be to be able to remain idle. At least this 
much is certain, that the greatest talent of chiefs consists in disguis¬ 
ing their power in order to render it less odious, and to lead the 
state so peacefully that it appears not to need leaders. 

[23] I therefore conclude that just as the first duty of the lawgiver 
is to conform the laws to the general will, the first rule of public 
economy is that the administration conform to the laws. This much 
will even suffice for the state not to be badly governed, provided 
the lawgiver has attended as he should to everything required by 
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the location, the climate, the soil, the morals, the neighbors, and 
all the particular relations of the people that it was his task to insti¬ 
tute. Not that an infinite number of details of policy and of economy 
is not left to the wisdom of the government: but it always has two 
infallible rules for acting well on such occasions: one is the spirit 
of the law, which should help decide the cases it could not antici¬ 
pate; the other is the general will, the source and supplement of all 
the laws, and which should always be consulted in their absence. 
How, I shall be asked, can the general will be known in the cases 
in which it has not declared itself? Will the entire nation have to 
be assembled at each unanticipated event? It will be all the less 
necessary to assemble it, as it is not certain that its decision 
would be the expression of the general will; as this method is 
impractical with a large people, and is rarely necessary when the 
government is well intentioned: for the chiefs know well enough 
that the general will is always on the side most favorable to the 
public interest, that is to say, the most equitable, so that one need 
only be just in order to be sure of following the general will. Often, 
when it is too flagrantly crossed, it allows itself to be perceived in 
spite of the dreadful curb [on it] by the public authority. I look as 
close by as I can for examples to follow in such a case. In China, 
the prince’s constant maxim is to find his officers in the wrong in 
all disputes that arise between them and the people. Is bread 
expensive in some province? the commissioner is put in jail: does 
a riot break out in another? the governor is demoted and every 
mandarin is answerable with his life for all the evil that occurs in 
his department. Not that the affair is not subsequently examined 
in a regular trial: but this is the verdict anticipated on the basis of 
long experience. It rarely makes for an injustice that requires 
redress; and the emperor, persuaded that public clamor never arises 
without cause, always discovers among the seditious cries which he 
punishes some just grievances which he corrects. 

[24] It is a considerable accomplishment to have brought the rule 
of order and peace to all parts of the republic; it is a considerable 
accomplishment to have the state tranquil and law respected; but 
if one does no more than this, it will all be more appearance than 
reality, and if the government limits itself to obedience it will find 
it difficult to get itself obeyed. While it is good to know how to 
use men as they are, it is much better still to make them what one 
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needs them to be, the most absolute authority is that which pen¬ 
etrates to man’s inmost being, and affects his will no less than it 
does his actions. Certain it is that in the long run peoples are what 
government makes them be. Warriors, citizens, men, when it wants; 
mob and rabble when it pleases: and every prince who despises his 
subjects dishonors himself by showing that he did not know how 
to make them worthy of esteem. Therefore, form men if you wane 
to command men: if you would have the laws obeyed, see to it [252] 
that they are loved, and that in order to do what one ought, it 
suffices to think that one ought to do it. That was the great art of 
ancient governments in those remote times when philosophers gave 
laws to peoples, and only used their authority to make them wise 
and happy. Hence the many sumptuary laws, the many regulations 
regarding morals, the many public maxims that were adopted or 
rejected with the utmost care. Even tyrants did not ignore this 
important part of administration, and they attended to the corrup¬ 
tion of their slaves’ morals as carefully as the magistrates did to 
the improvement of their fellow-citizens’ morals. But our modern 
governments which believe that they have done everything when 
they have extracted money do not even imagine that it is necessary 
or possible to go thar far. 

[25] 11. Second essential rule of public economy , no less important 
than the first. Do you wish the general will carried out? See to it 
that all particular wills take their bearings by it; and since virtue is 
nothing but this conformity of the particular will to the general 
will, to say the same thing in a word, make virtue reign. 

[26] If politicians were less blinded by their ambition, they would 
see how impossible it is for any establishment whatsoever to func¬ 
tion in conformity with the spirit of its institution, if it is not guided 
by the law of duty; they would sense that the mainspring of public 
authority is in the hearts of the citizens, and that nothing can 
replace morals in sustaining government. Not only are none but 
good people capable of administrating the laws, but basically none 
but honest people are capable of obeying them. Anyone who man¬ 
ages to withstand remorse will soon manage to withstand corporal 
punishment; a less harsh, less constant punishment, and one from 
which there is at least some hope of escaping; and regardless of the 
precautions that may be taken, those who are only waiting for 
impunity to do evil will scarcely lack means of eluding the law or 

13 



Political Economy 


escaping the penalty Then, once all particular interests unite 
against the general interest which is no longer that of anyone, public 
vices have greater force to enervate the laws than the laws have to 
repress the vices; and the corruption of the people and the chiefs 
finally spreads to the government, howjajjJever wise it may be: the 
worst of all abuses is to obey the laws in appearance only to break 
them safely in fact. Soon the best laws become the most harmful: 
it would be a hundred times better if they did not exist; it would 
be one resource remaining when no others are left. In such circum¬ 
stances it is useless to add edicts upon edicts, regulations upon 
regulations. All this does is to introduce new abuses without cor¬ 
recting the earlier ones. The more you multiply laws, the more you 
cause them to be despised: and all the overseers you institute are 
nothing but new lawbreakers bound either to share [their bounty) 
with the old ones, or to do their plundering on their own. Soon 
the prize of virtue is awarded to brigandage: the vilest men enjoy 
the most credit; the greater they are, the more contemptible they 
are; their infamy bursts forth in their dignities, and they are dishon¬ 
ored by their honors. If they buy the votes of the chiefs or the 
protection of women, it is so that they might sell justice, duty, and 
the state in turn; and the people which does not see that its vices 
are the first cause of its misfortunes grumbles and, moaning, cries 
out, “All my evils come only from those I pay to protect me against 
them.” 

[27] At such times, in place of the voice of duty which no longer 
speaks in men’s hearts, the chiefs are forced to substitute the cry 
of terror or the lure of some apparent interest by which they deceive 
their creatures. At such times one has to have recourse to all the 
petty and contemptible ruses they call maxims of state and secrets of 
the cabinet. All the vigor the government has left is used by its ' 
members to ruin and supplant one another while [the public] busi¬ 
ness is left unattended or gets attended to only as personal interest 
requires and directs. In the end all of these great politicians’ skill 
consists in so dazzling those they need that each believes he is 
working for his own interest while working for theirs', I say theirs, 
as if it were indeed the case that the chiefs’ genuine interest con¬ 
sisted in annihilating peoples in order to subjugate them, and in 
ruining their own good in order to secure its possession. 
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[28] But when the citizens love their duty, and the trustees of 
the public authority sincerely try to foster this love by their example 
and their [254] efforts, then all difficulties vanish, administration 
becomes so easy that it can do without that shady art which is secret 
only because it is so sinister. Those large spirits, so dangerous and 
so admired, all those great ministers whose glory is associated with 
the people’s misery, are no longer missed; public morals take the 
place of the chiefs' genius; and the more virtue reigns, the less the 
need for talents. Even ambition is better served by duty than by 
usurpation: the people, convinced that its chiefs labor solely to make 
for its happiness, spares them, by its deference, from having to 
work at consolidating their power; and history shows us in a thou¬ 
sand places that the authority the people grants to those it loves and 
is loved by is a hundred times more absolute than all the tyranny of 
usurpers. This does not mean that the government should be afraid 
of using its power, but that it ought to use it only in a legitimate 
manner. History provides a thousand examples of ambitious or 
pusillanimous chiefs who have been undone by laxness or vanity, 
none [of a chief] who fared badly for being only equitable. But 
negligence should not be mistaken for moderation, nor gentleness 
for weakness. To be just, one has to be severe: to tolerate the 
wickedness one has the right and the power to repress is to be 
wicked oneself. 

[29] It is not enough to tell the citizens, be good; they have to 
be taught to be so; and example itself, which in this respect is the 
first lesson, is not the only means that should be used: Jove of 
fatherland is the most effective; for as I have already said, every 
man is virtuous when his particular will conforms in all things to 
the general will, and we readily want [or will] what the people we 
love want [or will). 

[30] It would seem that the sentiment of humanity dissipates and 
weakens as it spreads to the whole earth, and that we cannot be as 
touched by the calamities of Tartary or Japan as we are by those 
of a European people. Interest and commiseration must in some 
way be constricted and compressed in order to be activated. Now 
since this inclination in us can be useful only to those with whom 
we have to live, it is good that [the sentiment of] humanity, concen¬ 
trated among fellow-citizens, acquire in them added force through 
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the habit of seeing one another, and rhe common interest [255] that 
unites them. Certain it is that the greatest marvels of virtue have 
been produced by love of fatherland: this gentle and lively senti¬ 
ment which combines the force of amour propre with all the beauty 
of virtue, endows it with an energy which, without disfiguring it, 
makes it into the most heroic of all the passions. It is patriotism 
that produced the many immortal actions whose brilliance dazzles 
our weak eyes, and the many great men whose antique virtues are 
treated as fables ever since patriotism has been turned into derision. 
That should not surprise us; the transports of tender hearts look 
like so many chimeras to anyone who has not felt them; love of 
fatherland, a hundred times more lively and delightful than the love 
of a mistress, can also be conceived only by experiencing it: but it 
is easy to recognize in all the hearts it excites, in all the actions it 
inspires, this seething and sublime ardor which even the purest 
virtue does not radiate when separated from love of fatherland. Let 
us dare to contrast Socrates himself with Cato: the one was more 
a philosopher, the other more a citizen. Athens was already lost, 
and Socrates no longer had any other fatherland than the whole 
world: Cato always carried his fatherland within his heart; he lived 
for it alone, and could not outlive it. Socrates's virtue is that of the 
wisest of men: but compared to Caesar and Pompey, Cato seems 
like a god among mortals. The one teaches some few private indi¬ 
viduals, fights the sophists, and dies for the truth: the other defends 
the state, freedom, the laws against the conquerors of the world, and 
finally leaves the earth when he no longer finds on it a fatherland to 
serve. A worthy disciple of Socrates would be the most virtuous of 
his contemporaries; a worthy imitator of Cato would be the greatest 
of his contemporaries. The virtue of the first would make for his 
own happiness, the second would seek his happiness in that of all. 
We would be taught by the one and led by the other, and this alone 
would determine the preference between them: for no one has ever 
made a people of wise men, but it is not impossible to make a 
people happy. 

[31] Do we want peoples to be virtuous? Let us then begin by 
making them love their fatherland: but how will they love it if the 
fatherland is nothing more to them than it is to foreigners, and 
grants them only what it cannot refuse to anyone? It would be much 
worse if they did not even enjoy civil security in it, [25b) and their 
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goods, their life or their freedom were at the discretion of powerful 
men, without their being able or permitted to dare invoke the laws. 
Then, subject to the duties of the civil state without enjoying even 
the rights of the state of nature and without being able to use their 
force to defend themselves, they would therefore be in the worst 
condition in which free men can find themselves, and the word 
fatherland could only have an odious or a ridiculous meaning for 
them. It is not believable that an arm can he injured or cut off and 
the pain of it not be conveyed to the head; it is no more believable 
that the general will would agree to have any member of the State, 
regardless of who he may be, injure or destroy another, than that 
the fingers of a man in possession of his reason gouge out his eyes. 
Private safety is so closely bound up with the public confederation 
that, if it were not for the concessions that have to be made to 
human weakness, this convention would by right be dissolved if a 
single citizen in the state perished who could have been saved; if a 
single one were wrongfully kept in jail, and if a single lawsuit were 
lost through a manifest injustice; for once the fundamental conven¬ 
tions have been violated, it is no longer clear what right or interest 
could maintain the people in the social union, lest it be retained in 
it by sheer force, which makes for the dissolution of the civil state. 

[33] Indeed, is not the body of the nation committed to provide 
as conscientiously for the preservation of the least of its members 
as for rhat of all the others? and is the safety of a single citizen any 
less the common cause than the safety of the entire state? If we are 
told that it is good that a single person perish for all, I will admire 
this statement from the mouth of a worthy and virtuous patriot 
who voluntarily and out of duty consecrates himself to die for his 
country’s safety: but if what is meant is that the government is 
permitted to sacrifice one innocent person for the safety of the 
many, I hold this to be one of the most execrable maxims that 
tyranny ever invented, the most false that might he advanced, the 
most dangerous that might be accepted, and the most directly con¬ 
trary to the fundamental laws of society. Far from a single person 
having to perish for the sake of all, all have pledged their goods 
and their lives to the defense of each one of them, to the end that 
individual weakness might always be protected by [257] the public 
force, and each member by the whole state. Assume cutting off one 
person after another from the people, and then press the partisans 
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of this maxim to explain more fully what they understand by the 
body of the state , and you will see that they will finally reduce it to 
a small number of men who are not the people but the people’s 
officers and who, having obligated themselves by personal oath to 
perish for its safety, claim that this proves that it is up to the people 
to perish for theirs. 

[33] If one wants to find examples of the protection the state 
owes its members, and of the respect it owes their persons, one 
should look for them exclusively among the most illustrious and 
the most courageous nations on earth, and it is almost only among 
free peoples that they know what a man is worth. Everyone knows 
how perplexed the entire republic was when the question of punish¬ 
ing a guilty citizen arose in Sparta. In Macedonia a man’s life was 
a matter of such importance that for all of his greatness, Alexander, 
that powerful monarch, would not have dared to have a criminal 
Macedonian put to death in cold blood, without having had the 
accused appear and defend himself before his fellow-citizens, and 
been condemned by them. But the Romans distinguished them¬ 
selves above all peoples on earth by the government's regard for 
private individuals, and its scrupulous care to respect the inviolable 
rights of all members of the state. Nothing was as sacred as the life 
of simple citizens; it required no less than the assembly of the entire 
people to condemn one of them: neither the senate itself nor the 
consuls in all their majesty had this right, and among the most 
powerful people on earth, the crime and the punishment of a citizen 
was a public calamity; indeed it seemed so harsh to shed a citizen’s 
blood for any crime whatsoever, that by the lex Porcia the death 
penalty was commuted to exile for all those who might wish to 
survive the loss of so sweet a fatherland. Everything in Rome and 
in the armies breathed the citizens’ love for one another, and the 
respect for the name Roman which roused the courage and ani¬ 
mated the virtue of anyone who had the honor to bear it. The hat 
of a citizen freed from slavery, the civic crown of the one who had 
saved another’s life, were what people looked upon with the greatest 
pleasure in victory parades; and it should be no[2jS]ted that of the 
crowns with which fine actions were honored in wartime, only the 
civic and the victors’ crown were made of grass and leaves; all the 
others were merely gold. This is how Rome was virtuous and 
became mistress of the world. Ambitious chiefs! A shepherd gov- 
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erns his dogs and his flocks, and is but the least of men. If it is 
fine to command, it is so when those who obey us can do us honor: 
therefore, respect jour fellow-citizens, and you will render your¬ 
selves respectable; respect freedom and your power will increase 
daily: never exceed your rights and soon they will be boundless. 

[34] Let the fatherland then prove to be the common mother of 
the citizens, let the advantages they enjoy in their country endear 
it to them, let the government leave them a large enough share of 
the public administration to feel they are at home, and let the laws 
be in their eyes nothing but the guarantors of the common freedom. 
These rights, fine as they are, belong to all men; but without 
appearing to attack them directly, the ill will of the chiefs easily 
reduces their effect to naught. Law that is abused serves the power¬ 
ful both as an offensive weapon and as a shield against the weak, and 
the pretext of the public good is always the people’s most dangerous 
scourge. What is most needful and perhaps most difficult in govern¬ 
ment is a stria integrity to render justice to all, and above all to 
protect the poor against the tyranny of the rich. The greatest evil 
has already been done where there are poor people to defend and 
rich people to restrain. The full force of the laws is effective only 
in the middle range; they are equally powerless against the rich 
man’s treasures and the poor man’s misery; the first eludes them, 
the second escapes them; the one tears the web, the other slips 
through it. 

[35] It is, therefore, one of the most important tasks of govern¬ 
ment to prevent extreme inequality of fortunes, not by taking their 
treasures away from those who possess them, but by depriving 
everyone of the means to accumulate treasures, nor by building 
poorhouses, but by shielding citizens from becoming poor. Men 
unevenly distributed across the territory and crowded in one place 
while others get depopulated; the arts of pleasure and of pure skill 
favored at the expense of the useful and the [259] arduous trades; 
agriculture sacrificed to commerce; the tax-farmer made necessary 
by the bad administration of the state's finances; finally, venality 
pushed to such excess that reputation is reckoned in cash, and the 
virtues themselves are sold for money; such are the most perceptible 
causes of opulence and of misery, of private interest replacing the 
public interest, of the citizens’ hatred of one another, of their indif¬ 
ference to the common cause, of the corruption of the people, and 
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of the weakening of all the springs of government. These are there¬ 
fore evils difficult to cure by the time they make themselves felt, 
but which a wise administration must prevent in order co maintain, 
by means of good morals, respect for the laws, love of fatherland, 
and the vigor of the general will. 

[36] But all of these precautions will be insufficient if one does 
not go about it at an ever deeper level. 1 conclude this part of 
public economy where I should have begun it. The fatherland cannot 
endure without freedom, nor freedom without virtue, nor virtue 
without citizens; you will have everything if you form citizens; if 
you do not, you will have nothing but nasty slaves, beginning with 
the chiefs of the state. Now to form citizens is not the business of 
a single day; and to have them be citizens when they are grown, 
they have to be taught when they are children. I may be told that 
anyone who has to govern men should not look for a perfection 
beyond their nature of which they are not capable; that he must 
not seek to destroy their passions, and that carrying out such a 
project would be no more desirable than it would be possible. I will 
grant all this all the more readily as a man devoid of all passions 
would certainly be a very bad citizen: but it must also be granted 
that while men cannot be taught not to love anything, it is not 
impossible to teach them to love one object rather than another, 
and to love what is genuinely fine rather than what is malformed. 
If, for example, they are taught from sufficiently early on never to 
look upon their individual [self] except in its relations with the body 
of the state, and to perceive their own existence as, so to speak, 
only a part of its existence, they will at last succeed in somehow 
identifying with this larger whole, to feel themselves members of 
the fatherland, to love it with that exquisite sentiment which any 
isolated man has only for himself, to raise [260] their soul perpetu¬ 
ally to this great object, and thus to transform into a sublime virtue 
the dangerous disposition that gives rise to all of our vices. Not 
only does Philosophy demonstrate the possibility of these new 
directions, but History provides a thousand striking examples of it. 
the reason they are so rare among us is that no one cares whether 
there are citizens and still less does it occur to anyone to go about 
forming them early enough. It is too late to change our natural 
inclinations once they are set in their course, and habit has joined 
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amour propre; it is too late to draw us out of ourselves once the 
human self concentrated within our hearts, has there become 
actively engaged in the contemptible concerns that do away with 
all virtue and make up the life of petty souls. How could the love 
of fatherland arise in the midst of so many other passions that stifle 
it? and what is left for fellow-citizens of a heart already divided 
between greed, a mistress, and vanity? 

[37] It is from the first moment of life that one must learn to 
deserve to live; and since one shares in the rights of citizens from 
birth, the instant of our birth ought to be when we begin to practice 
our duties. Since there are laws for maturity, there should be laws 
for childhood that teach obedience to others; and as each man’s 
own reason is not allowed to be the sole judge of his duties, the 
education of their children ought even less to be abandoned to their 
fathers’ lights and prejudices, since it matters to the state even more 
than it does to the fathers; for in the course of nature the father’s 
death often deprives him of the last fruits of that education, but 
the fatherland feels its effects sooner or later; the state endures and 
the family dissolves. If, by taking the fathers’ place and assuming 
this important function, the public authority acquires their rights 
by fulfilling their duties, they have all the less reason to complain 
of it, as, strictly speaking, they do no more in this respect than 
change names, and under the name “citizen” they will have in 
common the same authority over their children which they exer¬ 
cised separately under the name fathers , and they will be no less 
obeyed by them when they speak in the name of law, than they 
were when they spoke in the name of nature. Public education 
under rules prescribed by the government, and under magistrates 
established by the sovereign is, then, [26/] one of the fundamental 
maxims of popular or legitimate government- If children are raised 
in common in the midst of equality, if they are imbued with the 
laws of the state and the maxims of the general will, if they are 
taught to respect them above all things, if they are surrounded by 
examples and objects that constantly speak to them of the tender 
mother that nurtures them, of her love for them, of the invaluable 
goods she bestows on them, and of what they owe her in return, 
let us not doubt that this way they will learn to cherish one another 
as brothers, never to want anything but what the society wants, to 
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substitute the deeds of men and citizens for the sterile and vain 
babble of sophists, and one day to become the defenders and fathers 
of the fatherland whose children they will have been for so long. 

[38] I shall say nothing of the magistrates destined to preside 
over this education, which is surely the most important business of 
the state. Clearly if such marks of public trust were granted lightly, 
if this sublime office were not the reward for their labors of those 
who had worthily discharged all che other offices, the honorable and 
sweet repose of their old age, and the culmination of all their 
honors, then the entire enterprise would be useless, and the edu¬ 
cation unsuccessful; for wherever the lesson is not backed by auth¬ 
ority and che precept by example, instruction remains fruitless, and 
virtue itself is discredited in the mouth of one who does not practice 
it. But let illustrious warriors, bent under the weight of their laurels, 
preach courage; let upright magistrates grown grey in high office 
and on the bench teach justice; they will, in doing so, form virtuous 
successors, and transmit from age to age unto succeeding gener¬ 
ations the experience and the talents of chiefs, the courage and the 
virtue of citizens, and the emulation common to all of them to live 
and to die for the fatherland. 

[39] I know of only three peoples that engaged in public edu¬ 
cation in former times; namely, the Cretans, the Lacedaemonians, 
and the ancient Persians: it was a very great success among all three, 
and among the last two it achieved wonders. Once the world was 
divided into nations too large to be well governed, public education 
was no longer practicable; and other reasons which [262] are readily 
evident to the reader further prevented its being tried among any 
modern people. It is most remarkable that the Romans were able 
to do without it; but Rome was for five hundred years one continual 
miracle which the world should not hope to see again. The Romans’ 
virtue, born of the horror of tyranny and the crimes of tyrants, and 
by the innate love of the fatherland, turned all their homes into so 
many schools of citizens; and the fathers’ unlimited power over 
their children made for such severity in private governance that the 
father, more feared than the magistrate, was the censor of morals 
and the avenger of the laws in his domestic tribunal. 

[40] This is how an alert and well-intentioned government, con¬ 
stantly vigilant to maintain or restore love of fatherland and good 
morals among the people, forestalls from afar the evils that sooner 
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or later result from the citizens' indifferent to the fate of the 
republic, and contains within narrow bounds the personal interest 
which so isolates individuals that the state is weakened by their 
power and has nothing to hope for from their good will. Wherever 
the people loves its country, respects its laws, and lives simply, 
there is little left to be done to make it happy; and in public admin¬ 
istration, where fortune plays less of a role than it does in the fate 
of individuals, wisdom is so close to happiness that the two merge. 

[41] m. It is not enough to have citizens and to protect them; it is 
also necessary to give thought to their subsistence; and to provide for 
the public needs is a clear consequence of the general will, and the 
third essential duty of government. It should be evident that this duty 
consists not infilling the granaries of individuals and exempting them 
from work, but in keeping plenty so within their reach that, in order 
to acquire it, work is always necessary and never useless. It also 
extends to all operations involved in managing the public treasury and 
the expenses of public administration, Thus, having spoken about 
general economy in relation to the government of persons, it remains 
for us to consider it in relation to the administration of goods. 

[42] This part offers no fewer difficulties to resolve or contradic¬ 
tions to remove than the preceding one. It is cer[26j]tain that the 
right of property is the most sacred of all the rights of citizens, and 
more important in some respects than freedom itself; either because 
it bears more directly on the preservation of life; or because goods 
being easier to usurp and more difficult to defend than persons, 
greater respect ought to be accorded to what can more easily be 
seized; or, finally, because property is the true foundation of civil 
society, and the true guarantee of the citizens’ commitments: for if 
persons were not answerable with their goods, nothing would be so 
easy as to elude one’s duties and scoff at the laws. On the other 
hand, it is no less certain that the maintenance of the state and the 
government involves costs and expenditures; and since anyone who 
grants the end cannot refuse the means, it follows that the members 
of the society must contribute to its upkeep with their goods. What 
is more, it is difficult to protect the property of individuals on one 
side without attacking it on another, and the regulations regarding 
inheritances, wills and contracts cannot possibly avoid constraining 
citizems to some extent in disposing of their own goods and hence 
in their right of property. 
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£43] But besides what I have said above about the conformity 
between the authority of the iaw and the freedom of the citizen, 
one important observation about the disposition of goods overcomes 
a good many difficulties. Namely, that, as Pufendorf has shown, 
the right of property does not, by its nature, extend beyond the life 
of the proprietor, and the moment a man is dead, his goods no 
longer belong to him. To prescribe to him the conditions under 
which he may dispose of them is, therefore, at bottom, not so much 
seemingly to abridge the right of property, as to expand it in fact. 

[44] In general, although the institution of the laws that regulate 
the power individuals have to dispose of their goods belongs exclus¬ 
ively to the sovereign, the spirit of these laws which the government 
should heed in implementing them is that from father to son and 
from kin to kin the family’s goods leave it or are alienated as little 
as possible. There is a sensible reason for this as regards children, 
for whom the right of property would be quite useless if the father 
left them nothing, and who, moreover, since they have often con¬ 
tributed by their labor to the acquisition of [264] the father's goods, 
participate in this right on their own. But another, more remote 
but no less important, reason for it is that nothing is more fatal to 
morals and to the republic than continual changes of station and 
fortune among the citizens; changes that are both the proof and 
the source of a thousand disorders, that overwhelm and confuse 
everything, and as a result of which, since those who were brought 
up for one position now find themselves destined for another, 
neither those who rise nor those who fall can adopt the maxims or 
the enlightenment suited to their new station, much less fulfill its 
duties. I turn to the topic of public finances. 

(45J If the people governed itself, and there were no intermediary 
between the administration of the state and the citizens, they would 
simply have to assess themselves as the occasion required, in pro¬ 
portion to public needs and individual resources; and since no one 
would ever lose sight of how monies are collected or used, neither 
fraud nor abuse could insinuate itself into how they are managed: 
the state would never be hobbled by debts, nor the people over¬ 
whelmed by taxes, or it would at least be consoled for the harshness 
of the levy by feeling confident about the use of these taxes. But 
things cannot possibly work this way; and however limited a state 
may be, its civil society is always too numerous to allow it to be 
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governed by all of its members. Public monies must necessarily pass 
through the hands of the chiefs who, in addition to the state’s inter¬ 
est, all have their own private interest, which is not heeded last. 
The people, for its part, more alert to the chiefs’ greed and mad 
expenditures than to the public needs, grumbles at seeing itself 
despoiled of necessities in order to contribute to the superfluities 
of others; and once these machinations have to a certain extent 
embittered it, even an administration of the utmost integrity will 
not succeed in restoring confidence. So that if the contributions are 
voluntary, they yield nothing; if they are forced, they are illegit¬ 
imate; and the difficulty of a just and wise economy consists in this 
cruel alternative of either allowing the state to perish or attacking 
the sacred right of property which is its support. 

[46] The first thing the founder of a republic must do after estab¬ 
lishing the laws is to find funds sufficient for the upkeep of the 
magistrates [265] and other officers, and for all public expenditures. 
This fund is called aeraritim or public treasury if it is in money; 
public domain if in land, and this latter is far preferable to the other 
for obvious reasons. Anyone who has given this matter sufficient 
thought could hardly reach a different conclusion about it than 
Bodin, who regards the public domain as the most honest and most 
secure of all means to provide for the state’s needs; and it is worth 
noting that the first thing Romulus did in dividing the land was to 
set aside a third of it for this use. I recognize that it is not impossible 
for the yield from a badly administered domain to be reduced to 
nothing; but it is not of the essence of the domain to be badly 
administered. 

[47] Before any use is made of this fund, it should be assigned 
or accepted by the assembly of the people or of the estates of the 
country, which should then determine its use. After this solemnity, 
which renders such funds inalienable, they so to speak change in 
nature, and their proceeds become so sacred that to divert the least 
portion to the detriment of their intended purpose is not only the 
most infamous of all thefts, but a crime of Lese-Majesty. It is a 
great dishonor for Rome that the integrity of the quaestor Cato 
should have aroused notice, and that an emperor rewarding a 
singer’s talents with a few coins had to add that this money came 
from his family’s goods, and not from the state’s. But if there are 
few Galbas, where shall we look for Catos? and once vice no longer 
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dishonors, what chiefs will be sufficiently scrupulous as to refrain 
from touching the public revenues left to their discretion, and as 
not promptly to deceive even themselves, by pretending to con¬ 
found their vain and scandalous dissipations with the glory of the 
state, and the means of extending their authority with those of 
increasing its power? In this delicate part of the administration 
above all, the only effective instrument is virtue, and the magis¬ 
trate’s integrity is the only curb capable of restraining his greed. 
The books and all of the managers’ accounts serve less to lay bare 
their breaches of trust than to cover them up; and prudence is never 
as prompt to think up new precautions as knavery is to elude them. 
Therefore, leave be registers and [266] papers, and return the 
finances to trustworthy hands; it is the only way to have them man¬ 
aged in a trustworthy fashion. 

[48] Once the public funds are established, the chiefs of the state 
are its rightful administrators; for this administration makes up one 
part of government, always essential, though not always equally so; 
its influence increases as that of the others decreases; and a govern¬ 
ment may be said to have reached its ultimate degree of corruption 
when it has no other sinews left but money: now, since all govern¬ 
ment continually tends to slacken, this reason alone shows why no 
state can subsist unless its revenues continually increase. 

[49] The first hint that such an increase is needed is also the first 
sign of internal disorder in the state: and the wise administrator, 
while thinking about how to find money to attend to the present 
need, does not neglect inquiring into the remote cause of this new 
need: just as a sailor, seeing water flood his vessel, does not forget, 
as he gets the pumps working, also to locate and plug the leak. 

[50] From this rule flows the most important maxim for the 
administration of finances, which is to concentrate much more care¬ 
fully on preventing needs than on increasing revenues; however dili¬ 
gent one might be, help that comes only after the harm, and more 
slowly, invariably leaves the state on sufferance; as one tries to 
remedy one inconvenience, another is already making itself felt, and 
the very correctives produce new inconveniences; so that in the end 
the nation goes into debt, the people is downtrodden, the govern¬ 
ment loses ali its vigor, and does but little with much money. I 
believe that from this great maxim, well established, flowed the 
wonders of ancient governments, which did more wirh their parsi- 
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mony than ours do with all their treasures; and this is perhaps the 
derivation of the meaning of the word economy, understood as the 
wise management of what one has rather than as the means of 
acquiring what one has not. 

[51] Independently of the public domain, which yields to the 
state in proportion to the probity of those who manage it, anyone 
adequately acquainted with the full force of the general adminis¬ 
tration, especially when it is limited to legitimate means, [267] 
would be astounded at the resources chiefs have to anticipate all 
public needs, without touching the goods of individuals. Since they 
are the masters of all of the state’s commerce, nothing is as easy 
for them as to direct it in a manner that provides for everything, 
often without their appearing to be involved. The true secret of 
finances and the source of their increase is to distribute food, 
money, and commodities in just proportions, according to times 
and places, provided that those who administer it are capable of 
looking far enough ahead, and of occasionally taking an apparent 
and immediate loss for the sake of a huge real gain in the tong run. 
One has to have seen with one’s own eyes a government subsidize, 
instead of taxing, the export of grain in years of plenty, and its 
import in years of scarcity, to believe it, and one would treat such 
facts as fictions if they had occurred in the distant past. Let us 
suppose it were suggested that in order to prevent scarcity in bad 
years, public granaries be established, would not the upkeep of such 
a useful establishment sene as the pretext for new taxes in any 
number of countries? In Geneva such granaries, established and 
maintained by a wise administration, are the public resource in bad 
years, and the principal state revenue at all times. It nourishes and 
enriches is the fine and just inscription one reads on the facade of 
the building. In order to present here the economic system of a 
good government, I have often turned my eyes toward that of this 
republic: happy thus to find in my fatherland the example of the 
wisdom and happiness I would like to see reign in all countries 

[52] If one inquires into how the needs of a state grow, one will 
discover that often they grow rather as do the needs of individuals, 
less out of genuine need than by a growth of useless desires, and 
that frequently expenditures are increased only to provide a pretext 
to increase income; so that it would sometimes benefit the state to 
forgo being rich, and this apparent wealth is basically a greater 
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burden to it than would be poverty itself. True, one might hope 
to keep peoples more tightly dependent by giving them with one 
hand what one has taken from them with the other, [ 268] and this 
was the policy Joseph followed with the Egyptians; but this vain 
sophism is all the more fatal to the state, as the money no longer 
returns to the same hands as those it left, and as with such maxims 
one only enriches lazy folk at the expense of useful men. 

[53] An appetite for conquests is one of the most perceptible 
and dangerous causes for such an increase [in public needs and 
expenditures]. This appetite, often engendered by another kind of 
ambition than the one it seems to announce, is not always what it 
appears to be, and its genuine motive is not so much the apparent 
desire to aggrandize the nation as the hidden desire to increase the 
chiefs’ domestic authority with the help of an increase in troops 
and under cover of the distraction which the objects of war cause 
in the minds of citizens. 

[54] This much, at least, is most certain, that nothing is as down¬ 
trodden or as miserable as conquering peoples, and that their very 
successes only increase their miseries: even if this were not the lesson 
of history, reason alone would prove to us that the larger a state is, the 
more massive and burdensome do its expenditures become; for all the 
provinces have to contribute their share to the cost of the general 
administration, and in addition each province has to spend as much 
for its own particular administration as if it were independent. Add to 
this that all fortunes are made in one place and spent in another; which 
soon upsets the balance between production and consumption, and 
impoverishes much of the countryside to enrich a single town. 

[55] Another source of the increase of public needs, related to 
the preceding one [, is this]. A time may come when the citizens, 
no longer regarding themselves interested in the common cause, 
would cease being the defenders of the fatherland, and the magis¬ 
trates would rather command mercenaries than free men, if only in 
order sometime, somewhere, to use the first the better to subjugate 
the others. Such was the state of Rome at the end of the republic 
and under the emperors; for all the victories of the first Romans, 
like those of Alexander, had been won by courageous citizens who 
were ready to shed their blood for the fatherland when necessary, 
but who never sold it. Marius was the first who, in the war against 
Jugurtha, dishonored the [269] legions by introducing freedmen. 
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vagabonds, and other mercenaries into them- The tyrants, having 
become the enemies of the peoples they had assumed the responsi¬ 
bility of making happy, established standing armies, in appearance 
to contain foreigners, and in fact to oppress the local population. 
In order to raise these armies, tillers had to be taken off the land, 
the shortage of them lowered the quality of the produce, and their 
upkeep introduced taxes which raised its price. This first disorder 
caused peoples to grumble: in order to repress chem, the number 
of troops had to be increased, and hence so had the misery; and 
the more despair increased, the greater the compulsion to increase 
it still more in order to avoid its consequences. On the other hand, 
these mercenaries, whose worth could be judged by the price at 
which they sold themselves, proud of their debasement, despising 
the laws that protected them and their brothers whose bread they 
ate, believed it brought them more honor to be the henchmen of 
Caesar than the defenders of Rome; and dedicated to blind obedi¬ 
ence, they by their station held the dagger raised over their fellow- 
citizens, ready to slaughter all at the first signal. It would not be 
difficult to show that this was one of the principal causes of the 
ruin of the Roman empire 

[56] In our times the invention of artillery and of fortresses has 
forced the sovereigns of Europe to introduce the use of standing 
armies to defend their fortifications; but while the motives may be 
more legitimate, there is cause to fear that the effect may be equally 
fatal. It will be no less necessary to depopulate the countryside in 
order to form armies and garrisons; in order to maintain them, it 
will be no less necessary to oppress peoples; and of late these 
dangerous establishments have been growing so rapidly everywhere 
in our part of the world, that one can only anticipate the early 
depopulation of Europe, and sooner or later the ruin of the peoples 
that inhabit it. 

[57] Be that as it may, it must be evident that such institutions 
necessarily subvert the true economic system which derives the 
state’s principal revenues from the public domain, and leave only 
the deplorable resource of subsidies and imposts, which it remains 
for me to discuss. 

[58] It should be recalled in this connection that the foundation 
of the social pact is property, and its first condition that everyone 
be maintained in the peaceful enjoyment of what [270] belongs to 
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him. It is true that by the same treaty everyone obligates himself, 
at least tacitly, to contribute toward the public needs; but since this 
commitment may not violate the fundamental law, and assumes that 
the contributors recognize the evidence of need, it is plain that in 
order to be legitimate, this contribution has to be voluntary, nor by 
[each) individual will, as if it were necessary to have each citizen’s 
consent, and he had to provide only what he pleases, which would 
go directly counter to the spirit of the confederation, but by a 
general will, with a majority vote, and in accordance with propor¬ 
tional rates that eliminate all arbitrariness from the imposition [of 
taxes], 

[59] This truth, that taxes can be established legitimately only by 
the consent of the people or its representatives, has been generally 
recognized by all philosophers and jurisconsults who have achieved 
any reputation in matters of political right, not excepting Bodin 
himself. While some few have established apparently contrary 
maxims; besides its being easy to see the personal motives that led 
them to do so, they hedge them with so many conditions and 
restrictions that at bottom it comes to exactly the same thing: for 
whether the people can refuse or the sovereign ought not to exact, 
as regards right, it is a matter of indifference; and if it is only a 
question of force, then it is utterly useless to inquire what is and 
what is not legitimate. 

[60] The contributions levied on the people are of two kinds: 
some real, which are levied on things [i.e. property], the others 
personal, which are paid by the head. Both are called either imposts 
or subsidies'. when the people fixes the sum it grants, it is called a 
subsidy; when it grants the full proceeds of a tax, it is an impost. In 
the book on the Spirit of the Laws one finds that the head tax is 
more in keeping with servitude, and the real tax more conformable 
with freedom. This would unquestionably be so if the shares paid 
per head were equal; for nothing would be more disproportionate 
than such a tax, and it is above all in strictly observed proportions 
that the spirit of freedom consists. But if taxation by head is strictly 
proportioned to individuals’ means, as what in France is called capi¬ 
tation could be, and is thus both real and personal; then it is the 
most [27/] equitable and hence the most conformable to free men. 
At first these proportions appear quite easy to observe because they 
are relative to a person’s station in the world, and the marks of 
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one’s station are always public; but quite aside from the fact that 
greed, influence, and fraud find ways to elude even such [public] 
evidence, it is rare that all the elements that should be included in 
these calculations are taken into account. First, the relation of quan¬ 
tities should be considered, according to which, all other things 
being equal, someone who has ten times more goods than another 
ought to pay ten times more. Second, the relation of uses, that is 
to say, the distinction between the necessary and the superfluous. 
Someone who has only the bare necessities should not pay anything 
at all; taxation of someone who has superflux may, if need be, go 
up to the full amount that exceeds his necessities. To which he will 
answer, in view of his rank, what would be superfluous for an 
inferior person is necessary for him; but this is a lie: for the Great 
have two legs, just as cowherds do, and like them they have but 
one stomach. Besides, these supposed necessities are so little neces¬ 
sary to his rank that if he could bring himself to give them up for 
some praiseworthy cause, he would be all the more respected for 
doing so. The people would prostrate themselves before a minister 
who would go to the council on foot because he had sold his car¬ 
riages when the state was in dire need. Finally, the law does not 
prescribe magnificence to anyone, and propriety is never an argu¬ 
ment against right. 

[61] A third relation that is never taken into account, and yet 
should always count first, is the utility each person derives from 
the social confederation, which strongly protects the immense pos¬ 
sessions of the rich and scarcely lets a wretch enjoy the hut he built 
with his own hands. Are not all the advantages of society on the 
side of the powerful and the rich? are not all the lucrative posts 
filled by them alone? are not all exceptions, all exemptions reserved 
for them? and is not all public authority to their advantage? Let a 
man of standing rob his creditors or commit other mischief, is he 
not always certain of impunity? Are not the canings he inflicts, the 
acts of violence he commits, even the murders and assassinations 
of which he is guilty, affairs that are hushed up, and within six 
months [272] no longer mentioned? Let the same mar be robbed, 
the entire police is immediately astir, and woe to the innocents he 
suspects. Is he traveling in a dangerous place? there is the escort 
taking the field: does the axle of his carriage break? everyone flies 
to his aid: is there noise at his gate? he says a word, and all falls 
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silent: does the crowd bother him? he gives a sign, and all falls into 
place: is a cart-driver in his way? his people are ready to beat him 
up; and fifty honest pedestrians going about their business would 
be crushed to death rather than have one idle fop delayed in his 
coach. All these attentions cost him not a penny; they are the 
rich man’s right, and not the price of riches. How different is the 
picture of the poor man! the more humanity owes him, the more 
society denies him: all doors are closed to him, even when he has 
the right to have them opened; and if sometimes he obtains justice, 
it is with greater difficulty than another would obtain a pardon; if 
there are corvees to be done, a militia to be raised, he is the first 
to be called up; in addition to his own burden, he always bears the 
burden from which his richer neighbor has the influence to get 
himself exempted; at the least accident that befalls him, everyone 
avoids him: if his poor cart tips over, far from being helped by 
anyone, l consider him fortunate if in making his way he escapes 
being battered by some young duke’s ruffians; in a word, all free 
assistance flees him when he needs it, precisely because he lacks 
the means to pay for it; but I regard him a lost man if he has the 
misfortune to have an honest soul, an attractive daughter, and a 
powerful neighbor. 

[62] Another, no less important point to note is that the losses 
of the poor are far more difficult to make up for than those of the 
rich, and that the difficulty of acquiring always grows in proportion 
to need. Nothing is made out of nothing; that is as true in business 
as in Physics: money is the seed of money, and the first ten francs 
are sometimes harder to earn than the second million. There is still 
more: that everything the poor man pays is forever lost to him, and 
remains in the hands of the rich or returns to them; and since the 
proceeds of taxes sooner or later go only to those who bave a share 
in government or are close to it, they have a clear interest in raising 
taxes even as they pay their share. 

[273] [63] Let us summarize in a few words the social pact of 
the two estates: You need me because / am rich and you are poor; let 
us therefore enter into an agreement with one another: I will allow you 
the honor of serving me, provided you give me the little you have left 
for the trouble I shall take to command you. 

[64] When all these things are carefully put together, the con¬ 
clusion will be that in order to distribute taxation in an equitable 
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and truly proportional fashion it should be imposed not solely in 
proportion to the taxpayers’ goods, bur in a proportion that takes 
account of the difference in their stations as well as of how much 
of their goods is superfluous. A most important and most difficult 
calculation which is performed daily by a host of clerks who are 
decent folk and know arithmetic, but which a Plato or a Montes¬ 
quieu would have dared to undertake only with trembling and call¬ 
ing on heaven for enlightenment and integrity. 

[65] Another inconvenience of the personal tax is that it is felt 
too directly and collected too harshly, which does not prevent its 
being evaded in many ways because it is easier to hide one’s head 
than one’s possessions from the tax-rolls and from prosecution. 

[66] Of all the other kinds of assessment, quitrent on land or rhe 
tax on real estate [taille reelle] has always been considered the most 
advantageous in countries where they care more about how much 
and how reliably revenue is collected than they do about causing 
the people less distress. Some have even dared to say that the peas¬ 
ant has to be burdened in order to rouse him from his laziness, and 
that he would do nothing if he had nothing to pay. But the experi¬ 
ence of all peoples belies this ridiculous maxim: it is in Holland, in 
England where the grower pays very little, and above all in China 
where he pays nothing, that the land is best cultivated. By contrast, 
wherever he is assessed in proportion to the yield from his land, 
he lets it lie fallow or produces only just what he needs to live. For 
to him who loses the fruit of his labor, to do nothing is to profit; 
and to place a fine on work is rather an odd way to get rid of 
laziness. 

[67] Taxation on land or grain, especially when excessive, results 
in two inconveniences so terrible that in the long run they must 
depopulate and ruin all countries where it is established. 

[2/4} [68] The first arises from the lack of circulation of specie 
because commerce and industry draw all the money from the 
countryside into the capitals: and since the tax destroys any pro¬ 
portion that might still have obtained between the grower’s needs 
and the price of his grain, money constantly leaves and never 
returns; the richer the town, the more miserable the countryside. 
The proceeds from the land-taxes [taille] pass from the hands of 
the prince or the financier into the hands of artists and merchants; 
and the grower who never receives but the smallest share of these 
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proceeds finally wears himself out by forever paying the same and 
forever receiving less. How can a man be expected to live if he had 
only veins and no arteries, or if his arteries carried blood only to 
within four inches of his heart? Chardin says that in Persia the 
king’s duties on commodities are also paid in commodities; this 
practice, which Herodotus reports to have formerly prevailed in 
that country up to the time of Darius, might prevent the evil of 
which 1 have been speaking. But unless in Persia intendants, direc¬ 
tors, clerks, and warehouse guardians are a different kind of folk 
from anywhere else, I find it hard to believe that the least part of 
all this produce ever reaches the king, that the grain does not spoil 
in all those granaries, and that fire does not consume most of the 
warehouses. 

[69] The second inconvenience arises from an apparent advan¬ 
tage, which lets evils get worse before they are noticed. Grain is a 
commodity whose price is not raised by taxes in the region that 
produces it, and in spite of its being absolutely necessary its supply 
decreases without its price increasing, which is why many people 
die of hunger even though grain continues to be cheap, and why 
the grower alone bears the burden of a tax he could not pass on in 
his selling price. It should be noted that one must not think about 
the real estate tax [taille resile] in the same way one thinks about 
[sales taxes or] duties that raise the price of rhe merchandise on 
which they are imposed, and are thus paid not so much by the 
sellers as by the buyers. For these duties, however heavy they may 
be, are nevertheless voluntary, and are paid by the seller only in 
proportion to the quantity he buys; and since he buys only in pro¬ 
portion to his sales, he lays down the law to individuals. But the 
grower, who is compelled to pay at specified times for the land he 
cultivates, regardless of whether he sells or not, is not [275] free to 
wait until his produce commands the price he wants for it; and 
even if he were not to sell it to support himself, he would be forced 
to sell it to pay the land tax, so that sometimes it is the enormity 
of the assessment that keeps the commodity at a low price. 

[70] Note, further, that the resources of commerce and industry, 
far from making the land tax [taille] more bearable because of an 
abundance of money, only make it more burdensome. I will not 
dwell on an obvious point, namely that although a greater or lesser 
quantity of money in a state may give it more or less credit abroad, 
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it in no way changes the real wealth of the citizens, and does not 
cause them to be better or worse off. But ] will make the following 
two important remarks: the first, that unless the state has a food 
surplus and the abundance of money comes from selling it abroad, 
only trading towns are sensible of that abundance, while the peasant 
only grows relatively poorer because of it: the second, that since 
the price of everything rises with an increase in the money supply, 
taxes also have to rise proportionately, so that the grower finds him¬ 
self more burdened without having more resources. 

[71] It should be evident that the tax [taille] on land is actually 
a tax on its produce. Yet everyone agrees that nothing is so danger¬ 
ous as a tax on grain paid by the buyer: how can they fail to see 
that the evil is a hundred times worse when this tax is paid by the 
grower himself? Is this not to attack the state's subsistence at its 
very source? Is it not also to work as directly as possible at depopu¬ 
lating the country; and hence at ruining it in the long run? For 
there is no worse scarcity for a nation than a scarcity of men. 

[72] Only the genuine statesman raises his sights higher than 
the financial objective in setting tax rates, transforms burdensome 
obligations into useful ways of regulating policy, and causes the 
people to wonder whether the aim of such establishments might 
not have been the good of the nation rather than tax receipts. 

[73] Duties on the import of foreign merchandise which the 
population craves but the country does not need, on the export of 
domestic merchandise of which the country has no excess and 
which foreigners cannot [276] do without, on the productions of 
the useless and excessively lucrative arts, municipal duties on pure 
amenities, and in general on all luxury items, wilt achieve this two¬ 
fold objective fully. Taxes such as these, which relieve poverty and 
burden riches, are the way to forestall the ever-widening inequality 
of fortunes, the subjection to the rich of a multitude of workers 
and 0/ useless servants, the increase of idle people in cities, and the 
desertion of the countryside. 

[74] It is important to set a proportion between the price of things 
and the duties imposed on them such that individuals’ greed not 
be too tempted by the magnitude of the profits to commit fraud. 
Contraband should also be made less easy by favoring merchandise 
that is least easy to hide. Finally, the rax should be paid by the user 
of the taxed item rather than by the seller who would be exposed to 
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more temptations and means to commit fraud by the many duties 
with which he would be burdened. Such is the consistent practice 
in China, the country in the world with the highest and the best 
collected taxes: the merchant pays nothing; the buyer alone pays 
the duty, without its giving rise to grumbling or sedition; for, since 
the commodities necessary for life, such as rice and grain, are com¬ 
pletely tax-exempt, the people are not oppressed, and the tax falls 
only on the well-to-do. In any event, all these precautions should 
be dictated not so much by the fear of contraband as by the care 
the government should exercise to protect individuals from being 
seduced by illegitimate profits which, after having turned them into 
bad citizens, would soon turn them info dishonest folk. 

[75] Let heavy taxes be imposed on liveries, carriages, mirrors, 
chandeliers, and fancy furniture, fabrics and gilding, town-house 
courtyards and gardens, theatrical performances of every kind, the 
idle professions: such as buffoons, singers, actors, and, in a word, 
on the host of objects of luxury, diversion and idleness that strike 
all eyes, and are all the more difficult to hide as their sole use is 
show, and they would be useless if they were noc seen. There is no 
reason to fear that the proceeds from such taxes would be haphazard 
because they are only based on things that are not absolutely neces¬ 
sary: it shows a very poor knowledge of men to believe [277] that 
once they have let themselves be seduced by luxury they can ever 
renounce it; they would a hundred times sooner renounce necessi¬ 
ties and even rather die of hunger than of shame. The increased 
expense will be just one more reason to sustain it, when the vanity 
of showing that one is opulent finds its reward in the price of the 
object and the cost of the tax. As long as there are rich people, they 
will want to distinguish themselves from the poor, and the state 
cannot possibly devise a less burdensome or a more secure revenue 
than one based on this distinction. 

[76] For the same reason industry would not in the least suffer 
from an economic order that enriched public Finances, revived 
Agriculture by relieving the grower, and insensibly brought all for¬ 
tunes closer to that moderate condition which makes for a state’s 
genuine force. I admit that some fashions might disappear more 
rapidly as a result of taxes; but only to be replaced by others from 
which the worker would gain, without the Treasury's suffering any 
loss. In a word, if we assume that the spirit of the government is 
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consistently to raise all taxes from the superflux of riches, then 
one of two things will happen: either the rich will renounce their 
superfluous expenditures in favor of exclusively useful ones which 
will redound to the profit of the state; in that case the tax rate will 
have brought about the same result as the best sumptuary laws; the 
expenditures of the state will necessarily have been reduced along 
with those of individuals; and the Treasury would take in less this 
way only if it had to pay out much less: or, if the rich do not in 
any way reduce their excesses, the Treasury will collect in tax pro¬ 
ceeds the resources it was seeking in order to provide for the state’s 
real needs. In the first place the Treasury is richer by all rhe expen¬ 
ditures it does not have to make; in the second, it is also richer by 
the useless expenditures of individuals. 

[77] Let us add to all this an important distinction in the matter 
of political right, and to which governments intent on doing every¬ 
thing by themselves should pay close attention. I said that since 
personal taxes and imposts on things that are absolutely necessary 
directly attack the right of property, and hence the true foundation 
of political society, they are always liable to dangerous conse¬ 
quences, unless they are [27$] established with the express consent 
of the people or of its representatives. This is not so regarding 
duties on things the use of which one can deny oneself; for since 
in that case the individual is not absolutely constrained to pay, his 
contribution may be taken to be voluntary; so that the individual 
consent of each of the contributors takes the place of the general 
consent, and in a way even presupposes it: for why would the people 
oppose any assessment that affects only those who are willing to 
pay it? It seems to me certain that whatever is neither proscribed 
by the laws nor contrary to morals, and the government may forbid, 
it may permit subject to a duty. If, for example, the government 
may prohibit the use of carriages, it may with all the more reason 
impose a tax on carriages, a wise and useful way to censure their 
use without putting a halt to it. Taxation may then be looked upon 
as a kind of fine, the amount of which compensates for the infraction 
it punishes 

[78] It might be objected that since those whom Bodin calls 
impostevrs , that is to say those who impose or think up taxes, belong 
to the class of the rich, they will not take pains to spare others at 
their own expense, and burden themselves in order to relieve the 
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poor. But such ideas must be rejected. If in every nation those to 
whom the sovereign commits the government of peoples were by 
their very station the peoples’ enemies, it would not be worth the 
trouble to inquire what they must do to make the people happy. 
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[349] 


This small treatise is drawn from a larger work, undertaken many years 
ago without consulting my strength and long since abandoned. Of the 
various sections that could be extracted from what did get done, this is 
the most considerable, and the one that has seemed to me the least 
unworthy of being submitted to the public. The rest no longer exists. 
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[i] 1 want to inquire whether in the civil order there can be some 
legitimate and sure rule of administration, taking men as they are, 
and the laws as they can be: In this inquiry I shall try always to 
combine what right permits with what interest prescribes, so that 
justice and utility may not be disjoined. 

[2] I begin without proving the importance of my subject. I shall 
be asked whether I am a prince or a lawgiver that I write on Politics? 
I reply that I am not, and that that is why I write on Politics. If I 
were a prince or a legislator, I would not waste my time saying 
what needs doing; I would do it, or keep silent. 

[3] Bom a citizen of a free State, and a member of the sovereign, 
the right to vote in it is enough to impose on me the duty to learn 
about public affairs, regardless of how weak might be the influence 
of my voice on them. Happy, whenever I meditate about Govern¬ 
ments, always to find in my inquiries new reasons for loving that 
of my country! 


Chapter One 

Subject of this First Book 

[1] Man is born free, and everywhere he is in chains. One believes 
himself the others’ master, and yet is more a slave than they. How 
did this change come about? I do not know. What car make it 
legitimate? I believe I can solve this question. 

[2] If I considered only force, and the effect that follows from 
it, [$$2] I would say; as long as a People is compelled to obey and 
does obey, it does well; as soon as it can shake off the yoke and 
does shake it off, it does even better; for in recovering its freedom 
by the same right as the right by which it was robbed of it, either 
the people is well founded to take it back, or it was deprived of it 
without foundation. But the social order is a sacred right, which 
provides the basis for all the others. Yet this right does not come 
from nature; it is therefore founded on conventions. The problem 
is to know what these conventions are. Before coming to that, I 
must establish what I have just set forth. 
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Chapter Two 
Of the First Societies 

[i] The most ancient of all societies and the only natural one is 
that of the family. Even so children remain bound to the father 
only as long as they need him for their preservation. As soon as 
that need ceases, the natural bond dissolves. The children, exempt 
from the obedience they owe the father, the father exempt from 
the cares he owed the children, all equally return to independence. 
If they remain united, they are no longer so naturally but volun¬ 
tarily, and even the family maintains itself only by convention. 

[2] This common freedom is a consequence of man’s nature. His 
first law is to attend to his own preservation, his first cares are those 
he owes himself, and since, as soon as he has reached the age of 
reason, he is sole judge of the means proper to preserve himself, 
he becomes his own master. 

[3] The family is, then, if you will, the first model of political 
societies, the chief is the image of the father, the people are the 
image of the children, and all, being born equal and free, alienate 
their freedom only for the sake of their utility. The only difference 
is that in the family the father’s love for his children repays him 
for the cares he bestows on them, and that in the State the pleasure 
of commanding takes the place of the chief’s lack of love for his 
peoples. 

[4] Grotius denies that all human power is established for [yjjJ 
the sake of the governed: he gives slavery as an example. His most 
frequent mode of argument is always to establish right by fact.* One 
could use a more consistent method, but not one more favorable to 
Tyrants. 

[5] So that, according to Grotius, it is an open question whether 
humankind belongs to a hundred men, or whether those hundred 
men belong to humankind, and throughout his book he appears to 
incline to the first opinion: that is also Hobbes’s sentiment. Here, 

• “Learned investigations of public right are often nothing but the history of ancient 
abuses, and it was a misplaced single-mindedness to have taken the trouble to 
study them too closely.” Mr Treatise on the Interests of France in Relation to Her 
Neighbors; by Af. Ljej Mfarqmsj d'AIrgenstmj. This is precisely what Grotius 

did. 
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then, is humankind, divided into herds of cattle, each with its chief 
who tends it to devour it. 

[6] As a shepherd is of a nature superior to his flock’s, so too 
are the shepherds of men, who are their chiefs, of a nature superior 
to their peoples’. This is how, according to Philo, the Emperor 
Caligula reasoned; concluding rather well from this analogy that 
kings were Gods, or that peoples were beasts. 

[7] Caligula’s reasoning amounts to that of Hobbes and of Grotius. 
Aristotle before all of them had also said that men are not naturally 
equal, but that some were bom for slavery and others for domination. 

[8] Aristotle was right, but he mistook the effect for the cause. 
Any man bom in slavery is bom for slavery, nothing could be more 
certain. Slaves lose everything in their chains, even the desire to be 
rid of them; they love their servitude, as the companions of Ulysses 
loved their brutishness.* Hence, if there are slaves by nature, it is 
because there were slaves contrary to nature. Force made the first 
staves, their cowardice perpetuated them 

[9] I have said nothing about King Adam, or about emperor 
Noah, father of three great monarchs who among themselves div¬ 
ided the uni[j5^]verse, as did the children of Saturn, whom some 
believed they recognized in them. I hope my moderation will 
be appreciated; for since I am a direct descendant from one of 
these Princes, and perhaps from the elder branch, for all I know, 

I might, upon verification of titles, find I am the legitimate King 
of humankind. Be that as it may, it cannot be denied that Adam 
was Sovereign of the world as Robinson was of his island, as long 
as he was its sole inhabitant; and what made this empire convenient 
was that the monarch, secure on his throne, had neither rebellions, 
nor wars, nor conspirators to fear. 


Chapter Three 
The Right of the Stronger 

[1] The stronger is never strong enough to be forever master, unless 
he transforms his force into tight, and obedience into duty. Hence 

* See a small treatise by Plutarch entitled: That Beasts Use Reason. 
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the right of the stronger; a right which is apparently understood 
ironically, and in principle really established: But will no one ever 
explain this word to us? Force is a physical power ;.I fail to see what 
morality can result from its effects. To yield to force is an act of 
necessity, not of will; at most it is an act of prudence. In what sense 
can it become a duty? 

[2] Let us assume this alleged right for a moment. I say that it 
can only result in an unintelligible muddle. For once force makes 
right, the effect changes together with the cause; every force that 
overcomes the first, inherits its right. Once one Can disobey with 
impunity, one can do so legitimately, and since the stronger is 
always right, one need only make sure to be the stronger. But what 
is a right that perishes when force ceases? If one has to obey by 
force, one need not obey by duty, and if one is no longer forced 
to obey, one is no longer obliged to do so. Clearly, then, this word 
“right” adds nothing to force; it means nothing at all here. 

[3] Obey the powers that be. If this means yield to force, the 
precept is good but superfluous, I warrant that it [jjy] will never 
be violated. All power comes from God, I admit it; but so does all 
illness. Does this mean it is forbidden to call the doctor? A brigand 
takes me by surprise at the edge of a woods: am I not only forced 
to hand over my purse, but also obliged in conscience to hand it 
over even if I could withhold it? For che pistol he holds is, after 
all, also a power. 

[4] Let us agree, then, that force does not make right, and that 
one is only obliged to obey legitimate powers. Thus my original 
question keeps coming back. 


Chapter Four 
Of Slavery 

[1] Since no man has a natural authority over his fellow-man, and 
since force produces no right, conventions remain as the basis of 
all legitimate authority among men. 

[2] If, says Grotius, an individual can alienate his freedom, and 
enslave himself to a master, why could not a whole people alienate 
its freedom and subject itself to a king? There are quite a few 
ambiguous words here which call for explanation, but let us confine 
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ourselves to the word alienate. To alienate is to give or to sell. Now, 
a man who enslaves himself to another does not give himself, he 
sells himself, at the very least for his subsistence, but a people, 
what does it sell itself for? A king, far from furnishing his subjects’ 
subsistence, takes his own entirely from them, and according to 
Rabelais a king does not live modestly. Do the subjects then give 
their persons on condition that their goods will be taken as well? I 
do not see what they have left to preserve. 

[3] The despot, it will be said, guarantees civil tranquility for his 
subjects. All right; but what does it profit them if the wars his 
ambition brings on them, if his insatiable greed, the harassment by 
his administration cause them more distress than their own dissen¬ 
sion would have done? What does it profit them if this very tran¬ 
quility is one of their miseries? Life is also tranquil in dungeons; 
is that enough to feel well in them? The Greeks imprisoned in the 
Cyclops’s cave lived there [?y6] tranquilly, while awaiting their turn 
to be devoured. 

[4] To say a man gives himself gratuitously is to say something 
absurd and inconceivable; such an act is illegitimate and null, for 
the simple reason that whoever does so is not in his right mind. 
To say the same of a whole people is to assume a people of madmen; 
madness does not make right. 

[5] Even if everyone could alienate himself, he could not alienate 
his children; they are bom men and free; their freedom belongs to 
them, no one but they themselves has the right to dispose of it. 
Before they have reached the age of reason, their father may in 
their name stipulate conditions for their preservation, for their well¬ 
being; but he cannot give them away irrevocably and uncon¬ 
ditionally; for such a gift is contrary to the ends of nature and 
exceeds tbe rights of paternity. Hence, for an arbitrary government 
to be legitimate, the people would, in each generation, have to be 
master of accepting or rejecting it, but in that case the government 
would no longer be arbitrary. 

[6] To renounce one's freedom is to renounce one’s quality as 
man, the rights of humanity, and even its duties. There can be no 
possible compensation for someone who renounces everything. 
Such a renunciation is incompatible with the nature of man, and 
to deprive one’s will of all freedom is to deprive one’s actions of 
all morality. Finally, a convention that stipulates absolute authority 
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on one side, and unlimited obedience on the other, is vain and 
contradictory. Is it not clear that one is under no obligation toward 
a person from whom one has the right to demand everything, and 
does not this condition alone, without equivalent and without 
exchange, nullify the act? For what right can my slave have against 
me, since everything he has belongs to me, and his right being 
mine, this right of mine against myself is an utterly meaningless 
expression? 

[7] Grotius and the rest derive from war another origin of the 
alleged right of slavery. Since, according to them, the victor has 
the right to kill the vanquished, the latter can buy back his life at 
the cost of his freedom; a convention they regard as all the more 
legitimate because it proves profitable to both parties. But it is clear 
that this alleged right to kill the vanquished in no way results from 
the state of war. Men are not naturally enemies, if only because 
when they live in their primitive independence [757] the relation 
among them is not sufficiently stable to constitute either a state of 
peace or a state of war. It is the relation between things and not 
between men that constitutes war, and since the state of war cannot 
arise from simple personal relations but only from property 
relations, private war or war between one man and another can exist 
neither in the state of nature, where there is no stable property, 
nor in the social state, where everything is under the authority of 
the laws. 

[8] Individual fights, duels, skirmishes, are acts that do not con¬ 
stitute a state; and as for the private wars authorized by the ordi¬ 
nances of King Louis IX of France and suspended by the peace of 
God, they are abuses of feudal government, an absurd system if 
ever there was one, contrary both to the principles of natural right 
and to all good polity. 

[9] War is then not a relationship between one man and another, 
but a relationship between one State and another, in which individ¬ 
uals are enemies only by accident, not as men, nor even as citizens,* 

• The Romans who understood and respected the right of war better than any nation 
in the world were so scrupulous in this regard that a citizen was not allowed to 
serve as a volunteer without having enlisted specifically against the enemy, and 
one designated as such by name. When a Legion in which the Younger Cato 
fought his first campaign under Popilius was reorganized, the Elder Cato wrote 
to Popilius that if he was willing to have his son continue to serve under him, he 
would have co have him take a new military oath because, the first oath having 
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but as soldiers; not as members of the fatherland, but as its 
defenders, Finally, any State can only have other States, and not 
men, as enemies, inasmuch as it is impossible to fix a true relation 
between things of different natures. 

[ro] This principle even conforms to the established maxims of 
all ages and to the constant practice of all civilized peoples. Declar¬ 
ations of war are warnings not so much to the powers as to their 
subjects. The foreigner, whether he be a king, a private individual, 
or a people, who robs, kills, or detains subjects without declaring 
war on their prince, is not an enemy, he is a brigand. Even in the 
midst of war, a just prince may well seize everything in enemy 
territory that belongs to the public, hut he respects the person and 
the goods of private individuals; he respects rights on which his 
own are founded. Since the aim of war is the destruction of the 
enemy State, one has the right to kill its defenders as long as they 
bear arms; but as soon as they lay down their arms and surrender 
they cease to be enemies or the enemy’s instruments, and become 
simply men once more, and one no longer has a right over their 
life. It is sometimes possible to kill the State without killing a single 
one of its members: and war confers no right that is not neces¬ 

sary to its end. These principles are not those of Grotius; they are 
not founded on the authority of poets, but follow from the nature 
of things, and are founded on reason. 

[11] As regards the right of conquest, it has no other foundation 
than the law of the stronger. If war does not give the victor the 
right to massacre vanquished peoples, then this right which he does 
not have cannot be the foundation of the right to enslave them. 
One has the right to kill the enemy only when one cannot make 
him a slave. Hence the right to make him a slave does not derive 
from the right to kill him: it is therefore an iniquitous exchange to 
make him buy his life, over which one has no right whatsoever, at 
the cost of his freedom. Is it not clear that by establishing the right 
of lift and death by the right of slavery, and the right of slavery 
by the right of life and death, one falls into a vicious circle? 
been vacated, he could no longer bear arms against the enemy. And the same 
Cato wrote to his son to be careful not to appear in battle without having taken 
this new oath. I know that the siege of Qusiunt and other individual faces can be 
urged against me, but I cite taws, practices. The Romans are the people who least 
frequently transgressed their laws, and they are the only ones to have had such 
fine ones. [1782 edn.} 
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[12] Even assuming this terrible right to kill all, 1 say that a slave 
made in war or a conquered people is not bound to anything at all 
toward their master, except to obey him as long as they are forced 
to do so. In taking an equivalent of his life, the victor did not spare 
it; instead of killing him unprofitably, he killed him usefully. So 
far, then, is he from having acquired over him any authority associ¬ 
ated with his force, that they continue in a state of war as before; 
their relation itself is its effect, and the exercise of the right of 
war presupposes the absence of a peace treaty. They have made a 
convention; very well: but that convention, far from destroying the 
state of war, presupposes its continuation. 

[13] Thus, from whatever angle one looks at things, the right to 
slavery is null, not only because it is illegitimate, but because it is 
absurd and meaningless. These words slavery and right are contra¬ 
dictory; they are mutually exclusive. Either between one man and 
another, or between a man and a people, the following speech will 
always be equally absurd. / make a convention mth you n>hich is 
entirely at your expense and entirely to my profit, which I shall observe 
as long as f please, and tt>htch you shall observe as long as 1 please. 


bs9i 

Chapteh Five 

That One Always Has to Go back to a First 
Convention 

[ij Even if I were to grant everything I have thus far refuted, the 
abettors of despotism would be no better off. There will always be 
a great difference between subjugating a multitude and ruling a 
society. When scattered men, regardless of their number, are suc¬ 
cessively enslaved to a single man, I see in this nothing but a master 
and slaves, I do not see in it a people and its chief; it is, if you 
will, an aggregation, but not an association; there is here neither 
public good, nor body politic. That man, even if he had enslaved 
half the world, still remains nothing but a private individual; his 
interest, separate from that of the others, still remains nothing but a 
private interest. When this same man dies, his empire is left behind 
scattered and without a bond, like an oak dissolves and collapses 
into a heap of ashes on being consumed by fire. 
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[2] A people, says Grotius, can give itself to a king. So that 
according to Grotius a people is a people before giving itself to a 
king. That very gift is a civil act, it presupposes a public deliber¬ 
ation. Hence before examining the act by which a people elects a 
king, it would be well to examine the act by which a people is a 
people, For this act, being necessarily prior to the other, is the true 
foundation of society. 

[3) Indeed, if there were no prior convention, then, unless the 
election were unanimous, why would the minority be obliged to 
submit to the choice of the majority, and why would a hundred 
who want a master have the right to vote on behalf of ten who do 
not wart one? The law of majority rule is itself something estab¬ 
lished by convention, and presupposes unanimity at least once. 


Lj*o] 

Chapter Six 
Of the Social Pact 

[ij I assume men having reached the point where the obstacles that 
interfere with their preservation in the state of nature prevail by 
their resistance over the forces which each individual can muster 
to maintain himself in that state. Then that primitive state can no 
longer subsist, and humankind would perish if it did not change 
its way of being. 

[2] Now, since meti cannot engender new forces, but only unite 
and direct those that exist, they are left with no other means of 
self-preservation than to form, by aggregation, a sum of forces that 
might prevail over those obstacles’ resistance, to set them in motion 
by a single impetus, and make them act in concert 

[3] This sum of forces can only arise from the cooperation of 
many: but since each man’s force and freedom are his primary 
instruments of self-preservation, how can he commit them without 
harming himself, and without neglecting the cares he owes himself? 
This difficulty, in relation to my subject, can be stated in the follow¬ 
ing terms. 

[4] “To find a form of association that will defend and protect 
the person and goods of each associate with the full common force, 
and by means of which each, uniting with all, nevertheless obey 
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only himself and remain as free as before.” This is the fundamental 
problem to which the social contract provides the solution. 

[5] The clauses of this contract are so completely determined by 
the nature of the act that the slightest modification would render 
them null and void; so that although they may never have been 
formally stated, they are everywhere the same, everywhere tacitly 
admitted and recognized; until, the social compact having been vio¬ 
lated, everyone is thereupon restored to his original rights and 
resumes his natural freedom while losing the conventional freedom 
for which he renounced it. 

[6] These clauses, rightly understood, all come down to just one, 
namely the total alienation of each associate with all of his rights 
to the whole community: For, in the first place, since each gives 
himself entirely, the condition is [361] equal for all, and since the 
condition is equal for all, no one has any interest in making it bur¬ 
densome to the rest. 

[7] Moreover, since the alienation is made without reservation, 
the union is as perfect as it can be, and no associate has anything 
further to claim: For if individuals were left some rights, then, 
since there would be no common superior who might adjudicate 
between them and the public, each, being judge in his own case on 
some issue, would soon claim to he so on all, the state of nature 
would subsist and the association necessarily become tyrannical or 
empty. 

[8] Finally, each, by giving himself to all, gives himself to no 
one, and since there is no associate over whom one does not acquire 
the same right as one grants him over oneself, one gains the equival¬ 
ent of all one loses, and more force to preserve what one has. 

[9] If, then, one sets aside everything that is not of the essence 
of the social compact, one finds that it can be reduced to the follow¬ 
ing terms: Each of us puts his person and his full power in common 
under the supreme direction of the general mil; and in a body see receive 
each member as an indivisible part of the whole. 

[10] At once, in place of the private person of each contracting 
party, this act of association produces a moral and collective body 
made up of as many members as the assembly has voices, and which 
receives by this same act its unity, its common self, its life and its 
will. The public person thus formed by the union of all the others 
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formerly assumed the name City* and now assumes [362] that of 
Republic or of body politic , which its members call State when it is 
passive. Sovereign when active. Power when comparing it to similar 
bodies. As for the associates, they collectively assume the name 
people and individually call themselves Citizens as participants in 
the sovereign authority, and Subjects as subjected to the laws of the 
State. But these terms are often confused and mistaken for one 
another; it is enough to be able to distinguish them where they are 
used in their precise sense. 


Chapter Seven 
Of the Sovereign 

[1] This formula shows that the act of association involves a recipro¬ 
cal engagement between the public and private individuals, and 
that each individual, by contracting, so to speak, with himself, finds 
himself engaged in a two-fold relation: namely, as member of the 
Sovereign toward private individuals, and as a member of the State 
toward the Sovereign. But here the maxim of civil right, that no 
one is bound by engagements toward himself, does not apply; for 
there is a great difference between assuming an obligation toward 
oneself, and assuming a responsibility toward a whole of which one 
is a part. 

[2] It should also be noted that the public deliberation which can 
obligate all subjects toward the Sovereign because of the rwo differ- 

* The true sense of this word is almost entirely effaced among the modems; most 
take a city for a City, and a bourgeois for a Citizen They do not know that 
houses make the city but Citizens make the City. This same error once cost the 
Carthaginians dear. I have not read that the subjects of any Prince were ever given 
the title Cim, not even the Macedonians in ancient times nor, in our days, the 
English, although they are closer to freedom than all the others. Only the French 
assume the name Citizen casually, because they hare no genuine idea of it, as can 
be seen in their Dictionaries; otherwise they would be committing the crime of 
Lese-Majesty in usurping it: for them this name expresses a virtue and not a 
right. When Bodin wanted to speak of our Citizens and Bourgeois, he committed 
a bad blunder in taking the one for the other. M. d’Alembert made no mistake 
about it, and in his article Geneva he correctly distinguished the [362 J four orders 
of men (even five, if simple foreigners are included) there are in our city, and 
only two of which make up the Republic. No other French author has, to my 
knowledge, understood the true meaning of the word Ottzen. 
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ent relations in terras of which each subject is viewed cannot, for 
the opposite reason, obligate the Sovereign toward itself, and that 
it is therefore contrary To the nature of the body politic for the 
Sovereign to impose on itself a law which it cannot break. Since 
the Sovereign can consider itself only in terms of one and the same 
relation, it is then in the same situation as a private individual con¬ 
tracting with himself: which shows that there is not, nor can there 
be, any kind of fundamental law that is obligatory for the body of 
the people, not even the social contract. This does not mean [j6j] 
that this body cannot perfectly well enter into engagements with 
others about anything that does not detract from this contract; for 
with regard to foreigners it becomes a simple being, an individual. 

[3] But the body politic or Sovereign, since it owes its being 
solely to the sanctity of the contract, can never obligate itself, even 
toward another, to anything that detracts from that original act, 
such as to alienate any part of itself or to subject itself to another 
Sovereign. To violate the act by which it exists would be to anni¬ 
hilate itself, and what is nothing produces nothing. 

[4] As soon as this multitude is thus united in one body, one 
cannot injure one of the members without attacking the body, and 
still less can one injure the body without the members being affec¬ 
ted. Thus duty and interest alike obligate the contracting parties to 
help one another, and the same men must strive to combine in this 
two-fold relation all the advantages attendant on it. 

[5] Now the Sovereign, since it is formed entirely of the individ¬ 
uals who make it up, has not and cannot have any interests contrary 
to theirs; consequently the Sovereign power has no need of a 
guarantor toward the subjects, because it is impossible for the body 
to want to harm all of its members, and we shall see later that it 
cannot harm any one of them in particular. The Sovereign, by the 
mere fact that it is, is always everything it ought to be. 

[6] But this is not the case regarding the subjects’ relations to the 
Sovereign, and notwithstanding the common interest, the Sovereign 
would have no guarantee of the subjects’ engagements if it did not 
find means to ensure their fidelity. 

[7] Indeed each individual may, as a man, have a particular will 
contrary to or different from the general will he has as a Citizen. 
His particular interest may speak to him quite differently from the 
common interest; his absolute and naturally independent existence 
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may lead him to look upon what he owes to the common cause as 
a gratuitous contribution, the loss of which will harm others less 
than its payment burdens him and, by considering the moral person 
that constitutes the State as a being of reason because it is not a 
man, he would enjoy the rights of a citizen without being willing 
to fulfill the duties of a subject; an injustice, the progress of which 
would cause the ruin of the body politic. 

[364] [8] Hence for the social compact not to be an empty for¬ 
mula, it tacitly includes the following engagement which alone can 
give force to the rest, that whoever refuses to obey the general will 
shall be constrained to do so by the entire body: which means 
nothing other than that he shall be forced to be free; for this is the 
condition which, by giving each Citizen to the Fatherland, guaran¬ 
tees him against all personal dependence; the condition which is 
the device and makes for the operation of the political machine, 
and alone renders legitimate civil engagements which would other¬ 
wise be absurd, tyrannical, and liable to the most enormous abuses. 


Chapter Eight 
Of the Civil State 

[1] This transition from the state of nature to the civil state pro¬ 
duces a most remarkable change in man by substituting justice for 
instinct in his conduct, and endowing his actions with the morality 
they previously lacked. Only then, when the voice of duty succeeds 
physical impulsion and right succeeds appetite, does man, who until 
then had looked only to himself, see himself forced to act on other 
principles, and to consult his reason before listening to his incli¬ 
nations. Although in this state he deprives himself of several advan¬ 
tages he has from nature, he gains such great advantages in return, 
his faculties are exercised and developed, his ideas enlarged, his 
sentiments ennobled, his entire soul is elevated to such an extent, 
that if the abuses of this new condition did not often degrade him 
to beneath the condition he has left, he should ceaselessly bless the 
happy moment which wrested him from it forever, and out of a 
Stupid and bounded animal made an intelligent being and a man. 

[3] Let us reduce this entire balance to terms easy to compare. 
What man loses by the social contract is his natural freedom and 
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an unlimited right to everything that tempts him and he can reach; 
what he gains is civil freedom and property in everything he pos¬ 
sesses. In order not to be mistaken about these compensations, one 
has [36s] to distinguish clearly between natural freedom which has 
no other bounds than the individual’s forces, and civil freedom 
which is limited by the general will, and between possession which 
is merely the effect of force or the right of the first occupant, and 
property which can only be founded on a positive title. 

[3] To the preceding one might add to the credit of the civil 
state moral freedom, which alone makes man truly the master of 
himself; for the impulsion of mere appetite is slavery, and obedience 
to the law one has prescribed to oneself is freedom. But I have 
already said too much on this topic, and the philosophical meaning 
of die word freedom is not my subject here. 


Chapter Nine 
Of Real Property 

(1] Each member of the community gives himself to it at the 
moment of its formation, such as he then is, he himself with all his 
forces, of which the goods he possesses are a parr. It is not that by 
this act possession changes in nature by changing hands, and 
becomes property in the hands of the Sovereign: But just as the 
City’s forces are incomparably greater than a private individual's, 
so public possession in fact has greater force and is more irrevo¬ 
cable, without being ary more legitimate, at least for foreigners. For 
with regard to its members, the State is master of all their goods 
by the social contract which serves as the basis of all rights within 
the State; but with regard to other Powers it is master of all of its 
members’ goods only by the right of the first occupant which it 
derives from private individuals. 

[2] The right of the first occupant, although more real than the 
right of the stronger, becomes a true right only after the right of 
property has been established. Every man naturally has the right to 
everything he needs; but the positive act that makes him the pro¬ 
prietor of some good excludes him from all the rest. Having 
received his share, he must be bound by it, and he has no further 
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right to the community [of goods]. That is why the right of the 
first occupant, so weak in the state of nature, is respected by every¬ 
one living in civil society. [j66] In this right one respects not so 
much what is another’s as what is not one’s own. 

[3] In general, to authorize the right of the first occupant to any 
piece of land, the following conditions must apply. First, that this 
land not yet be inhabited by anyone; second, that one occupy only 
as much of it as one needs to subsist: In the third place, that one 
take possession of it not by a vain ceremony, but by labor and 
cultivation, the only sign of property which others ought to respect 
in the absence of legal titles. 

[4] Indeed, does not granting the right of the first occupant to 
need and to labor extend it as far as it can go? Can this right be 
left unbounded? Shall it suffice to set foot on a piece of common 
land forthwith to claim to be its master? Shall having the force to 
drive other men off it for a moment suffice to deprive them of the 
right ever to return? How can a man or a people seize an immense 
territory and deprive all mankind of it except by a punishable 
usurpation, since it deprives the rest of mankind of a place to live 
and of foods which nature gives to all in common? When Nuftez 
Balboa, standing on the shore, took possession of the southern seas 
and of all of South America in the name of the crown of Castile, 
was that enough to dispossess all of its inhabitants and to exclude 
all the Princes of the world? If it had been, then such ceremonies 
were repeated quite unnecessarily, and all the catholic King had to 
do was from his council-chamber all at once to take possession of 
the entire universe; except for afterwards subtracting from his 
empire what the other Princes already possessed before. 

[5] It is intelligible how individuals’ combined and contiguous 
pieces of ground become the public territory, and how the right of 
sovereignty, extending from subjects to the land they occupy, 
becomes at once real and personal; which places the possessors in 
a position of greater dependence, and turns their very forces into 
the goarantors of their fidelity. This advantage seems not to have 
been fully appreciated by ancient monarchs who, only calling them¬ 
selves Kings of the Persians, of the Scythians, of the Macedonians, 
seem to have looked upon themselves as chiefs of men rather than 
as masters of the country. Present-day monarchs [367] more 
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shrewdly call themselves Kings of France, of Spain, of England, 
etc. By thus holding the land, they are quite sure of holding its 
inhabitants. 

[6] What is remarkable about this alienation is that the com¬ 
munity, far from despoiling individuals of their goods by accepting 
them, only secures to them their legitimate possession, changes 
usurpation into a genuine right, and use into property. Thereupon 
the possessors, since they are considered to be the trustees of the 
public good, since their rights are respected by all the members of 
the State and preserved by all of its forces against foreigners, have, 
by a surrender that is advantageous to the public and even more 
so to themselves, so to speak acquired everything they have given. 
The paradox is easily explained by the distinction between the 
rights the Sovereign and the proprietor have to the same land, as 
will be seen below, 

[7J It may also happen that men begin to unite before they pos¬ 
sess anything and that, seizing a piece of land sufficient for all, they 
enjoy its use in common or divide it among themselves, either 
equally or according to proportions established by the Sovereign. 
Regardless of the manner of this acquisition, the right every individ¬ 
ual has over his own land is always subordinate to the right the 
community has over everyone, without which there would be 
neither solidity in the social bond, nor real force in the exercise of 
Sovereignty. 

[8] 1 shall close this chapter and this book with a comment that 
should serve as the basis of the entire social system; it is that the 
fundamental pact, rather than destroying natural equality, on the 
contrary substitutes a moral and legitimate equality for whatever 
physical inequality nature may have placed between men, and that 
while they may be unequal in force or in genius, they all become 
equal by convention and by right* 


Under bad governments this equality is only apparent and illusory; it serves only 
to maintain the poor in his misery and the rich in his usurpation. In fact the laws 
are always useful to those who possess something and harmful to those who have 
nothing: Whence it follows that the social state is advantageous for men only 
insofar a$ all have something and none has too much of anything. 
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Chapter One 

That Sovereignty is Inalienable 

[1] The first and the most important consequence of the principles 
established so far is that the general will alone can direct the forces 
of the State according to the end of its institution, which is the 
common good: for while the opposition of particular interests made 
the establishment of societies necessary, it is the agreement of these 
same interests which made it possible. What these different interests 
have in common is what forms the social bond, and if there were 
not some point on which all interests agree, no society could exist. 
Now it is solely in terms of this common interest that society ought 
to be governed. 

[2] I say, then, that sovereignty, since it is nothing but the 
exercise of the general will, can never be alienated, and that the 
sovereign, which is nothing but a collective being, can only be 
represented by itself; power can well be transferred, but not will. 

[3] Indeed, while it is not impossible that a particular will agree 
with the general will on some point, it is in any event impossible 
for this agreement to be lasting and constant; for the particular will 
tends, by its nature, to partiality, and the general will to equality. 
It is even more impossible to have a guarantee of this agreement, 
even if it always obtained; it would be an effect not of arr, but of 
chance. The Sovereign may well say, I currently will what a given 
man wills or at least what he says he wills; but it cannot say: what 
this man is going to will tomorrow, I too shaLI will it; since it is 
absurd for the will to [769] shackle itself for the future, and since 
no will can consent to anything contrary to the good of the being 
that wills. If, then, the people promises simply to obey, it dissolves 
itselfby this very act, it loses its quality of being a people; as soon 
as there is a master, there is no more sovereign, and the body politic 
is destroyed forthwith. 

[4] This is not to say that the commands of the chiefs may not 
be taken for general wills as long as the sovereign is free to oppose 
them and does not do so. In such a case the people's consent has 
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to be presumed from universal silence. This will be explained more 
fully. 


Chapter Two 

That Sovereignty is Indivisible 

[i] For the same reason that sovereignty is inalienable, it is indivis¬ 
ible. For either the will is general* or it is not; it is either the will 
of the body of the people, or that of only a part. In the first case, 
the declaration of this will is an act of sovereignty and constitutes 
law; in the second case it is merely a particular will, or an act of 
magistracy; at most it is a decree. 

[2] But our politicians, unable to divide sovereignty in its prin¬ 
ciple, divide it in its object; they divide it into force and will, into 
legislative and executive power, into rights of taxation, justice and 
war, into domestic administration and the power to conduct foreign 
affairs: sometimes they mix up all these parts and sometimes they 
separate them; they turn the Sovereign into a being that is fantasti¬ 
cal and formed of disparate pieces, it is as if they were putting 
together man out of several bodies one of which had eyes, another 
arms, another feet, and nothing else. Japanese conjurors are said to 
carve up a child before the spectators’ eyes, then, throwing all of 
its members into the air one after the other, they make [370] the 
child fall back down alive and all reassembled. That is more or less 
what our politicians’ tricks are like; having dismembered the social 
body by a sleight-of-hand worthy of the fairground, they put the 
pieces back together no one knows how. 

[3] This error comes from not having framed precise notions of 
sovereign authority, and from having taken what were mere ema¬ 
nations from this authority for parts of this authority itself. Thus, 
for example, the act of declaring war and that of making peace have 
been regarded as acts of sovereignty, which they are not; for neither 
of these acts is a law but only an application of the law, a particular 
act which decides a case, as will clearly be seen once the idea that 
attaches to the word law has been fixed. 

* Foe a will to be general, it is not always necessary that it be unanimous, but it 

is necessary that all votes be counted; any formal exclusion destroys generality. 
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[4J By examining the other divisions in the same way, one would 
discover that whenever one believes one sees sovereignty divided, 
one is mistaken, that the rights which one takes for parts of this 
sovereignty are all subordinate to it, and always presuppose supreme 
wills which these rights simply implement. 

[5] It would be difficult to exaggerate how much this Jack of 
precision has clouded the conclusions of writers on matters of politi¬ 
cal right when they sought to adjudicate the respective rights of 
kings and peoples by the principles they had established. Anyone 
car see in chapters three and four of the first Book of Grotius how 
that learned man and his translator Barbeyrac get entangled and 
constrained by their sophisms, fearful of saying too much or not 
saying enough according to their views, and of offending the inter¬ 
ests they had to reconcile. Grotius, a refugee in France, discon¬ 
tented with his fatherland, and wanting to pay court to Louis XIII 
to whom his book is dedicated, spares nothing to despoil peoples 
of all their rights, and to invest kings with them as artfully as poss¬ 
ible. This would certainly also have been to the taste of Barbeyrac, 
who dedicated his translation to King George 1 of England. But 
unfortunately the expulsion of James II, which he calls an abdi¬ 
cation, forced him to be on his guard, to equivocate, to be evasive, 
in order not to make a usurper of William. If these two writers had 
adopted the true principles, all their difficulties would have been 
solved, and they would always have been consistent; but they would 
have sadly told the truth and [371 ] paid court only to the people. 
Now, truth does not lead to fortune, and the people confers no 
ambassadorships, professorships or pensions. 


Chapter Three 

Whether the General Will Can Err 

[1] From the preceding it follows that the general will is always 
upright and always tends to the public utility: but it does not follow 
from it that the people's deliberations are always equally upright. 
One always wants one’s good, but one does not always see it: one 
can never corrupt the people, but one can often cause it to be mis¬ 
taken, and only when it is, does it appear to want what is bad. 
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[2] There is often a considerable difference between the will of 

all and the general will: the latter looks only to the common interest, 
the former looks to private interest, and is nothing but a sum of 
particular wills; but if, from these same wills, one takes away the 
pluses and the minuses which cancel each other out,* what is left 
as the sum of the differences is the general will, 

[3] If, when an adequately informed people deliberates, the Citi¬ 
zens had no communication among themselves, the general will 
would always result from the large number of small differences, and 
the deliberation would always be good. But when factions arise, 
small associations at the expense of the large association, the will 
of each one of these associations becomes general in relation to its 
members and particular in relation to the State; there can then no 
longer be said to be as many voters as [372] there are men, but 
only as many as there are associations. The differences become less 
numerous and yield a less general result. Finally, when one of these 
associations is so large that it prevails over all the rest, the result 
you have is no longer a sum of small differences, but one single 
difference; then there is no longer a general will, and the opinion 
that prevails is nothing but a private opinion. 

[4] It is important, then, that in order to have the general will 
expressed well, there be no partial society in the State, and every 
Citizen state only his own opinion.* Such was the single sublime 
institution of the great Lycurgus. That if there are partial societies, 
their number must be multiplied, and inequality among than pre¬ 
vented, as was done by Solon, Numa, Servius. These are the only 
precautions that will ensure that the general will is always enlight¬ 
ened, and that the people make no mistakes. 


Each interest, says the Mjarquis) d’A[rgenson|, has different principtej. The agree¬ 
ment between tm individual interests is firmed by opposition to a third party's interest. 
He might have added that the agreement between all interests is formed by oppo¬ 
sition to each one's interest. If there were no different interests, the common 
interest would scarcely be sensible since it would never encounter obstacles: every¬ 
thing would run by itself, and politics would cease to be an art. 

“In truth, says Machiavelli, some divisions harm Republics, and some benefit 
them; harmful are those that are accompanied by factions and parties; beneficial 
ire those that do not give rise to factions and parties. Therefore, since the founder 
of a Republic cannot prevene enmities, he must make the best provision possible 
against factions." Hisljoryj of Fiorenfee], Bit. vn |ch. ij. 
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Chapter Four 

Of the Limits of Sovereign Power 

[1] If the State or the City is only a moral person whose life consists 
in the union of its members, and if the most important of its cares 
is the care for its self-preservation, then it has to have some univer¬ 
sal and coercive force to move and arrange each part in the manner 
most conformable to the whole. Just as nature gives each man abso¬ 
lute power over his members, the social pact gives the body politic 
absolute power over all of its members, and it is this same power 
which, directed by the general will, bears, as I have said, the name 
of sovereignty. 

1373] M But in addition to the public person, we must consider 
the private persons who make it up, and whose life and freedom 
are naturally independent of it. It is therefore important to dis¬ 
tinguish clearly between the respective rights of the Citizens and 
of the Sovereign,* as well as between duties which the former have 
to fulfill as subjects, and the natural right which they must enjoy 

[3] It is agreed that each man alienates by the social pact only 
that portion of his power, his goods, his freedom, which it is 
important for the community to be able to use, but it should also 
be agreed to that the Sovereign is alone judge of that importance. 

[4] All the services a Gtizen can render the State, he owes to it 
as soon as the Sovereign requires them; but the Sovereign, for its 
part, cannot burden the subjects with any shackles that are useless 
to die community; it cannot even will to do so: for under the law 
of reason nothing is done without cause, any more than under the 
law of nature. 

[5] The commitments which bind us to the social body are obliga¬ 
tory only because they are mutual, and their nature is such that in 
fulfilling them one cannot work for others without also working for 
oneself. Why is the general will always upright, and why do all 
consistendy will each one’s happiness, if not because there is no 
one who does not appropriate the word each to himself, and think 
of himself as he votes for all? Which proves that the equality of 

* Attentive readers, please do not rush to accuse me of contradiction. I have not 
been able to avoid it verbally, in vie* of the poverty of the language; but wait. 
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right and the notion of justice which it produces follows from each 
one’s preference for himself and hence from the nature of man; that 
the general will, to be truly such, must be so in its object as well 
as in its essence, that it must issue from all in order to apply to all, 
and that it loses its natural rectitude when it tends toward some 
individual and determinate object; for then, judging what is foreign 
to us, we have no true principle of equity to guide us. 

[6] Indeed, whenever what is at issue is a particular fact or right 
regarding a point not regulated by a general and prior convention, 
the affair grows contentious. [374] In such a suit, where interested 
private individuals are one of the parties, and the public the other, 
I do not see what law should be followed or what judge should 
pronounce judgment. It would be ridiculous, under these circum¬ 
stances, to try to invoke an express decision of the general will, 
which can only be the decision of one of the parties, and is, there¬ 
fore, as far as the other party is concerned, nothing but a foreign, 
particular will which on this occasion is inclined to injustice and 
subject to error. Thus, just as a particular will cannot represent the 
general will, so the general will changes in nature when it has a 
particular object, and it cannot, being general, pronounce judgment 
on a particular man or fact. For example, when the people of Athens 
appointed or cashiered its chiefs, bestowed honors on one, imposed 
penalties on another, and by a multitude of particular decrees indis¬ 
criminately performed all the acts of government, the people no 
longer had a general will properly so called; it no longer acted as 
a Sovereign but as a magistrate. This will appear contrary to the 
commonly held ideas, but I must be allowed the time to set forth 
my own. 

[7] In view of this, one has to understand that what generalizes 
the will is not so much the number of voices, as it is the common 
interest which unites them: for in this institution, everyone neces¬ 
sarily submits to the conditions which he imposes on others; an 
admirable agreement between interest and justice which confers on 
common deliberations a character of equity that is seen to vanish 
in the discussion of any particular affair, for want of a common 
interest which unites and identities the rule of the judge with that 
of the party. 

[8] From whatever side one traces one’s way back to the prin¬ 
ciple, one always reaches the same conclusion: namely, that the 
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social pact establishes among the Citizens an equality such that all 
commit themselves under the same conditions and must all enjoy 
the same rights. Thus by the nature of the pact every act of 
sovereignty, that is to say every genuine act of the general will, 
either obligates or favors all Citizens equally, so that the Sovereign 
knows only the body of the nation and does not single out any one 
of those who make it up. What, then, is, properly, an act of sover¬ 
eignty? It is not a convention of the superior with the inferior, but 
a convention of the body with each one of its members: [375] A 
convention which is legitimate because it is based on the social con¬ 
tract, equitable because it is common to all, and secure because the 
public force and the supreme power are its guarantors. So long as 
subjects are subjected only to conventions such as these, they obey 
no one, but only their own will; and to ask how far the respective 
rights of Sovereign and Citizens extend is to ask how far the Citi¬ 
zens can commit themselves to one another, each to all, and all to 
each. 

[9] From this it is apparent that the Sovereign power, absolute, 
sacred, and inviolable though it is, does not and cannot exceed the 
limits of the general conventions, and that everyone may fully dis¬ 
pose of such of his goods and freedom as are left him by these 
conventions: so that it is never right for the Sovereign to burden 
one subject more than another, because it then turns into a particu¬ 
lar affair, and its power is no longer competent. 

[to] These distinctions once admitted, it is so [evidently] false 
that the social contract involves any renunciation on the part of 
individuals, that [rather] as a result of the contract their situation 
really proves to be preferable to what it had been before, and that 
instead of an alienation they have only made an advantageous 
exchange of an uncertain and precarious way of being in favor of 
a more secure and better one, of natural independence in favor of 
freedom, of the power to harm others in favor of their own security, 
and of their force which others could overwhelm in favor of right 
made invincible by the social union. Their very life which they have 
dedicated to the State is constantly protected by it, and when they 
risk it for its defense, what are they doing but returning to it what 
they have received from it? What are they doing that they would 
not have done more frequently and at greater peril in the state of 
nature, when, waging inevitable fights, they would be defending the 
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means of preserving their lives by risking them? All have to fight 
for the fatherland if need be, it is true, but then no one ever has 
to fight for himself. Isn’t it nevertheless a gain to risk for the sake 
of what gives us security just a part of what we would have to risk 
for our own sakes if we were deprived of this security? 


Chapter Five 

Of the Right of Life and Death 

[i] It is asked how individuals who have no right to dispose of their 
own life can transfer to the Sovereign this same right which they 
do not have. The question seems difficult to resolve only because 
it is badly put. Everyone has the right to risk his life in order to 
save it. Has anyone ever said that a person who jumps out of a 
window to escape a fire is guilt)' of suicide? Has that crime even 
ever been imputed to a person who dies in a storm, although he 
was not unaware of the danger when he set out? 

[2] The social treaty has the preservation of the contracting par¬ 
ties as its end. Whoever wills the end, also wills the means, and 
these means are inseparable from certain risks and even certain 
losses. Whoever wants to preserve his life at the expense of others 
ought also to give it up for them when necessary. Now, the Citizen 
is no longer judge of the danger the law wills him to risk, and when 
the Prince has said to him, it is expedient to the State char you die, 
he ought to die; since it is only on this condition that he has lived 
in security until then, and his life is no longer only a bounty of 
nature, but a conditional gift of the State. 

[3] The death penalty imposed on criminals can be looked upon 
from more or less the same point of view: it is in order not to 
become the victim of an assassin that one consents to die if one 
becomes an assassin oneself. Under this treaty, far from disposing 
of one’s own life, one only thinks of guaranteeing it, and it should 
not be presumed that at the time any of the contracting parties is 
planning to get himself hanged. 

[4] Besides, every evil-doer who attacks social right becomes a 
rebel and a traitor to the fatherland by his crimes, by violating its 
laws he ceases to be a member of it, and even enters into war with 
it. Then the preservation of the State is incompatible with his own, 
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one of the two has to perish, and when the guilty man is put to 
death, it is less as a Citizen than as an enemy, The proceedings, 
the [777] judgment are the proofs and declaration that he has broken 
the social treaty, and consequently is no longer a member of the 
State, Now, since he recognized himself as one, at the very least 
by residence, he must be cut off from it either by exile as a violator 
of the treaty, or by death as a public enemy; for such an enemy is 
not a moral person, but a man, and in that case killing the van¬ 
quished is by right of war. 

[5] But, it will be said, the condemnation of a Criminal is a par¬ 
ticular act. Granted; and indeed such a condemnation does not 
belong to the Sovereign’s province; it is a right the Sovereign can 
confer without itself being able to exercise it. My ideas all fit 
together, but I cannot well present them all at once. 

[6] Besides, frequent harsh punishments are always a sign of 
weakness or laziness in the Government. There is not a single 
wicked man who could not be made good for something. One only 
has the right to put to death, even as an example, someone who 
cannot be preserved without danger. 

[7} As for the right to pardon, or to exempt a guilty man from 
the penalty prescribed by law and imposed by a judge, it belongs 
exclusively to the one which is above judge and law; that is to say, 
to the Sovereign: And even the Sovereign's right in this is not 
altogether clear, and the occasions to exercise it are very rare. In a 
well-governed State there are few punishments, not because many 
pardons are granted, but because there are few criminals: when the 
State is in decline the large number of crimes ensures their 
impunity. Under the Roman Republic neither the Senate nor the 
Consuls ever attempted to grant pardons; nor did the people itself 
grant any, although it sometimes revoked its own verdict. Frequent 
pardons proclaim that crimes will soon no longer need them, and 
anyone can see where that leads. But I feel my heart murmur and 
check my pen; let us leave these questions to be discussed by the 
just man who has never lapsed, and never himself been in need of 
pardon. 
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Chapter Six 
Of Law 

[i] By the social pact we have given the body politic existence and 
life; the task now is to give it motion and will by legislation, For 
the initial act by which this body assumes form and unity still leaves 
entirely undetermined what it must do to preserve itself. 

[2] What is good and conformable to order is so by the nature 
of things and independently of human conventions. All justice 
comes from God, he alone is its source; but if we were capable of 
receiving it from so high, we would need neither government nor 
laws. No doubt there is a universal justice emanating from reason 
alone; but this justice, to be admitted among us, has to be reciprocal. 
Considering things in human terms, the laws of justice are vain 
among men for want of natural sanctions; they only bring good to 
the wicked and evil to the just when he observes them toward every¬ 
one while no one observes them toward him. Conventions and laws 
are therefore necessary to combine rights with duties and to bring 
justice back to its object. In the state of nature, where everything 
is common, I owe nothing to those to whom I have promised 
nothing. I recognize as another’s only what is of no use to myself. 
It is not so ir the civil state where all rights are fixed by Jaw. 

[3] But what, then, finally, is a law? So long as one leaves it at 
attaching only metaphysical ideas to this word, one will continue 
reasoning without understanding one another, and even once it has 
been stated what a law of nature is, one will not have been brought 
any closer to knowing what a law of the State is. 

[4] I have already said that there is no general will about a par¬ 
ticular object. Indeed, this particular object is either within the State 
or outside the State. If it is outside the State, a will that is foreign 
is not general in relation to it; and if this object is inside the State, 
it is a part of it: Then a relation is formed between the whole and 
its part that makes them into two separate beings, of which the part 
is [j/9] one, and the whole, less that part, the other. But the whole 
less a part is not the whole, and as long as this relation persists 
there is no longer a whole but two unequal parts; from which it 
follows that neither is the will of one of these parts general in 
relation to the other. 
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[5] But when the whole people enacts statutes for the whole 
people it considers only itself, and if a relation is then formed, it 
is between the entire object from one point of view and the entire 
object from another point of view, with no division of the whole. 
Then the matter with regard to which the statute is being enacted 
is general, as is the enacting will. It is this act which I call law. 

[6] When I say that the object of the laws is always general, I 
mean that the law considers the subjects in a body and their actions 
in the abstract, never any man as an individual or a particular action. 
Thus the law can very welt state that there will be privileges, but 
it cannot confer them on any one by name; the law can create several 
Classes of Citizens, it cm even specify the qualifications that entitle 
to membership in these classes, but it cannot nominate this person 
or that for admission to them; it can establish a royal government 
and hereditary succession, but it cannot elect a king or name a royal 
family; in a word, any function that relates to an individual does 
not fall within the province of the legislative power. 

[7] On this idea one immediately sees that one need no longer 
ask whose province it is to make laws, since they are acts of the 
general will; nor whether the Prince is above the laws, since it is a 
member of the State; nor whether the law can be unjust, since no 
man can be unjust toward himself; nor how one is both free and 
subject to the laws, since they are merely records of our wills. 

[8] One also sees that since the law combines the universality of 
the will and that of the object, what any man, regardless of who he 
may be, orders on his own authority is not a law; what even the 
Sovereign orders regarding a particular object is not a law either, 
but a decree, nor is it an act of sovereignty but of magistracy. 

[9] I therefore call Republic any State ruled by laws, whatever 
may be the form of administration: for then the public interest alone 
governs, and the [380] public thing counts for something. Every 
legitimate Government is republican:* I shall explain in the sequel 
what Government is. 

• Bv rhis word I understand not only an Aristocracy or a Democracy, but in general 
any government guided by the general will, which is the law. To be legitimate, 
the Government must not he confused with the Sovereign, but be its minister: 
Then monarchy itself is a republic. This will become dearer in the following 
book. 
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[io] Laws are, properly speaking, nothing but the conditions of 
the civil association. The People subject to the laws ought to be 
their author; only those who arc associating may regulate the con¬ 
ditions of the society; but how will they regulate them? Will it be 
by common agreement, by a sudden inspiration? Has the body poli¬ 
tic an organ to state its wills? Who will give it che foresight neces¬ 
sary to form its acts and to publish them in advance, or how will 
it declare them in time of need? How will a blind multitude, which 
often does not know what it wills because it rarely knows what is 
good for it, carry out an undertaking as great, as difficult as a system 
of legislation? By itself the people always wills the good, but by 
itself it does not always see it. The general will is always upright, 
but the judgment which guides it is not always enlightened. It must 
be made to see objects as they are, sometimes as they should appear 
to it, shown the good path which it is seeking, secured against 
seduction by particular wills, bring together places and times within 
its purview, weigh the appeal of present, perceptible advantages 
against the danger of remote and hidden evils. Individuals see the 
good they reject, the public wills the good it does not see. All are 
equally in need of guides: The first must be obligated to conform 
their wills to their reason; the other must be taught to know what 
it wills. Then public enlightenment results in the union of under¬ 
standing and will in the social body, from this union results the 
smooth cooperation of the parts, and finally the greatest force of 
the whole. Hence arises the necessity of a Lawgiver. 


f 381] 

Chapter Seven 
Of the Lawgiver 

\ i] To discover the best rules of society suited to each Nation would 
require a superior intelligence who saw all of man’s passions and 
experienced none of them, who had no relation to our nature yet 
knew it thoroughly, whose happiness was independent of us and 
who was nevertheless willing to care for ours; finally, one who, 
preparing his distant glory in the progress of times, could work in 
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one century and enjoy the reward in another.* It would require 
gods to give men laws. 

[2] The same reasoning Caligula made as to fact, Plato made as 
to right in defining the civil or royal man he seeks in his book on 
rilling; but if it is true that a great Prince is a rare man, what of a 
great Lawgiver? The first need only follow the mode! which the 
other must propose. He is the mechanic who invents the machine, 
the first is nothing but the workman who assembles and operates 
it. At the birth of societies, says Montesquieu, it is the chiefs of 
republics who make the institution, and after that it is the insti¬ 
tutions that form the chiefs of republics. 

[3] Anyone who dares to institute a people must feel capable of, 
so to speak, changing human nature; of transforming each individ¬ 
ual who by himself is a perfect and solitary whole into part of a 
larger whole from which that individual would as it were receive 
his life and his being; of weakening man’s constitution in order to 
strengthen it; of substituting a partial and moral existence for the 
independent and physical existence we have all received from 
nature. In a word, he must take from man his own forces in order 
to give him forces which [3S2] are foreign to him and of which he 
cannot make use without the help of others. The more these natural 
forces are dead and destroyed, the greater and more lasting are the 
acquired ernes, and the more solid and lasting also is the institution: 
So that when each Citizen is nothing and can do nothing except 
with all the others, and the force acquired by the whole is equal or 
superior to the sum of the natural forces of all the individuals, the 
legislation may be said to be at the highest pitch of perfection it 
can reach. 

[4] The Lawgiver is in every respect an extraordinary man in the 
State. While he must be so by his genius, he is no less so by his 
office. It is not magistracy, it is not sovereignty. This office which 
gives the republic its constitution has no place in its constitution: 
It is a singular and superior function that has nothing in common 
with human empire; for just as he who has command over men 
ought not to have command over the laws, so neither should he who 
has command over the laws have command over men; otherwise the 

* A people becomes famous only once its legislation begins to decline. No one knows 
how many centuries the institution of Lycurgus made for the Spartans’ happiness 
before the rest of Greece took notice of them. 
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laws, as ministers to his passions, would often only perpetuate his 
injustices, and he could never avoid having particular views vitiate 
the sanctity of his work, 

[5] When Lycurgus gave his fatherland laws, he began by abdi¬ 
cating the Kingship. It was the custom of most Greek cities to 
entrust the establishment of their laws to foreigners. The modem 
Republics of Italy often imitated this practice: the Republic of 
Geneva did so as well and to good effect* Rome in its finest period 
witnessed the rebirth of all the crimes of Tyranny in its midst, and 
found itself on the verge of perishing, for having united the legis¬ 
lative authority and the sovereign power in the same hands. 

[6] Yet the Decemvirs themselves never arrogated to themselves 
the right to have any law passed solely on their authority. Nothing 
toe propose , they used to say to the people, can become law without 
your consent. Romans. [383/ be yourselves the authors of the laws that 
are to make for your happiness. 

[7] Thus he who drafts the laws has, then, or should have no 
legislative right, and the people itself cannot divest itself of this 
non-transferable right, even if it wanted to do so; because according 
to the fundamental pact only the general will obligates particulars, 
and there can never be any assurance that a particular will conforms 
to the general will until it has been submitted to the free suffrage of 
the people: I have said this already, but it is not useless to repeat it. 

[8] So that one finds at one and the same time two apparently 
incompatible things in the work of legislation: an undertaking 
beyond human force, and to execute it an authority that is nil. 

[9] A further difficulty which deserves attention. The wise who 
would speak to the vulgar in their own rather than in the vulgar 
language will not be understood by them. Yet there are a thousand 
kinds of ideas which it is impossible to translate into the language 
of the people. Views that are too general and aims that are too 
remote are equally beyond its reach; each individual, appreciating 
no other scheme of government than that which bears directly on 

* Those who look upon Calvin as only a theologian fail to appreciate the range of 
his genius. The framing of our wise Edicts, in which he played a large part, does 
him as much honor as his institution. Whatever revolutions time may bring about 
in our rites as tong as love of fatherland and freedom is not extinguished among 
us, the memory of that great man will never cease to be honored in it. 
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his particular interest, has difficulty perceiving the advantages he 
is supposed to derive from the constant privations required by good 
laws. For a nascent people to be capable of appreciating sound 
maxims of politics and of following the fundamental rules of reason 
of State, the effect would have to become the cause, the social spirit 
which is to be the work of the institution would have to preside 
over the institution itself, and men would have to be prior to laws 
what they ought to become by means of them. Thus, since the 
Lawgiver can use neither force nor reasoning, he must of necessity 
have recourse to an authority of a different order, which might be 
able to rally without violence and to persuade without convincing. 

[10] This is what has at all times forced the fathers of nations 
to resort to the intervention of heaven and to honor the Gods with 
their own wisdom, so that peoples, subject to the laws of the State 
as to those of nature, and recognizing the same power in the forma¬ 
tion of man and in that of the city, freely obey the yoke of public 
felicity, and bear it with docility. 

(tij This sublime reason which rises beyond the reach [384} of 
vulgar men it is whose decisions the Lawgiver places in the mouth 
of the immortals, in Order to rally by divine authority those whom 
human prudence could not move.* But it is not Up to just anyone 
to make the Gods speak or to have them believe him when he 
proclaims himself their interpreter. The great soul of the Lawgiver 
is the true miracle which must prove his mission. Any man can 
carve tablets of stone, bribe an oracle, feign secret dealings with 
some divinity, tTain a bird to speak in his ear, or find other crude 
ways to impress the people. Someone who can do only that much 
might even by chance succeed in assembling a flock of fools, but 
he will never found an empire, and his extravagant work will soon 
perish together with him. Empty tricks form a passing bond, only 
wisdom can make it lasting. The Jewish law which still endures, 
that of Ishmael’s child which has ruled half the world for ten cen¬ 
turies, still proclaim today the great men who dictated them; and 
while prideful philosophy or blind party spirit regards them as 

* “The truth is, says Machiavelli, that there has never been in any councry a law¬ 
giver who has not invoked the deity; for otherwise his laws would not have been 
accepted. A wise man knows many useful truths which cannot be demonstrated 
in a way that will convince other people." Discourses on Livy, Bk. 1, ch. ti. 
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nothing but lucky impostors, the true politician admires in their 
institutions the great and powerful genius which presides over 
enduring establishments. 

[12J One should not from all this conclude with Warburton that 
among us politics and religion have a common object, but rather that 
at rhe origin of nations the one serves as the instrument of the other. 


Chapter Eight 
Of the People 

[i] Just as an architect, before putting up a large building, observes 
and tests the ground to see whether it can support the weight, so 
the wise institutor does not begin by [jSy] drawing up laws good 
in themselves, but first examines whether the people for whom he 
intends them is fit to bear them. That is why Plato refused to give 
laws to the Arcadians and Cyrenians, since he knew that both 
peoples were rich and could not tolerate equality: that is why there 
were good laws and wicked men in Crete, for Minos had done no 
more than to discipline a vice-ridden people. 

[2] A thousand nations on earth have been brilliant which could 
never have tolerated good laws, and even those which could have 
tolerated them could have done so only for a very brief period in 
the course of their entire lifetime. Peoples, like men, are docile only 
in their youth, with age they grow incorrigible; once customs are 
established and prejudices rooted, it is a dangerous and futile under¬ 
taking to try to reform them; the people cannot tolerate having their 
evils touched even if only to destroy them, like those stupid and 
cowardly patients who tremble at the sight of a doctor. 

[3] This is not to say that, just as some illnesses overwhelm men's 
minds and deprive them of the memory of the past, there may not 
also sometimes occur periods of violence in the lifetime of States 
when revolutions do to peoples what certain crises do to individuals, 
when horror of the past takes the place of forgetting, and when the 
State aflame with civil wars is so to speak reborn from its ashes and 
recovers the vigor of youth as it escapes death’s embrace. Such was 
Sparta at the time ofLycurgus, such was Rome after the Tarquins; 
and such, among us, were Holland and Switzerland after the expul¬ 
sion of the Tyrants. 
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[4J But such events are rare; they are exceptions the reason for 
which is always found in the particular constitution of the State in 
question. They could not even happen twice with the same people, 
for a people can free itself as iong as it is merely barbarous, but it 
Can no longer do so once the civil mainspring is worn out. Then 
troubles may destroy it while revolutions may not be able to restore 
it, and as sewn as its chains are broken, it falls apart and ceases to 
exist: From then on it needs a master, not a liberator. Free peoples, 
remember this maxim: Freedom can be gained; but it is never 
recovered. 

f 386] {5] For Nations as for men there is a time of maturity for 
which one has to wait before subjecting them to laws; but the 
maturity of a people is not always easy to recognize, and if one acts 
too soon the work is ruined. One people is amenable to discipline 
at birth, another is not amenable to it after ten centuries. The Rus¬ 
sians will never be truly politically organized because they were 
politically organized too early. Peter’s genius was imitative; he did 
not have true genius, the kind that creates and makes everything 
out of nothing. Some of the things he did were good, most were 
misguided. He saw that his people was barbarous, he did not see 
that it lacked the maturity for political order; he wanted to civilize 
it when all it needed was to be made warlike. He wanted from the 
first to make Germans, Englishmen, whereas he should have begun 
by making Russians; he prevented his subjects from ever becoming 
what they could be by persuading them that they are what they are 
not. In the same way a French Tutor forms his pupil for a moment's 
brilliance in childhood, and to be nothing after that. The Russian 
Empire will try to subjugate Europe, and will itself be subjugated. 
The Tartars, its subjects or neighbors, will become its masters and 
ours: This revolution seems to me inevitable. All the Kings of 
Europe are working in concert to hasten it. 


Chapter Njne 
Continued 

[1] Just as nature has set limits to the stature of a well-formed man, 
beyond which it makes only Giants and Dwarfs, so, too, with regard 
to the best constitution of a State, there are bounds to the size it 
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can have in order not to be either too large to be well governed, or 
too small to be self-sustaining. In every body politic there is a maxi¬ 
mum of force which it cannot exceed, and from which ir often strays 
by dint of growing too large. The more the social bond stretches, 
the looser it grows, and in general a small State is proportionately 
stronger than a large one. 

[387] [2] A thousand reasons prove this maxim. First, adminis¬ 
tration grows more difficult at great distances just as a weight grows 
heavier at the end of a larger lever. It also grows more burdensome 
as the levels of administration multiply; for, to begin with, each 
city has its own [administration) for which the people pays, each 
district has its own for which the people again pays, then each prov¬ 
ince, then the large governments, the Satrapies, the Viceregencies, 
which always have to be paid more the higher up one climbs, and 
always at the expense of the wretched people; finally comes the 
supreme administration which crushes everything. All these taxes 
upon taxes steadily exhaust the subjects; far from being better gov¬ 
erned by these various agencies, they are less well governed than 
if they had just one over them. Yet hardly any resources are left 
over for emergencies, and when they have to be drawn on, the State 
is always on the brink of ruin. 

[3] Nor is this all; not only is the Government less vigorous and 
less prompt in enforcing the laws, preventing provocations, cor¬ 
recting abuses, thwarting seditious undertakings which may be get¬ 
ting hatched in outlying areas; but also the people has less affection 
for its chiefs whom it never sees, for a fatherland which in its eyes 
is as [big as] the world, and for its fellow-citizens most of whom 
are strangers to it. The same laws cannot suit such a variety of 
different provinces with different morals, living in widely different 
climates, unable to tolerate the same form of government. Different 
laws give rise to nothing but trouble and confusion among peoples 
who, living under the same chiefs and in constant contact with one 
another, move back and forth from their own territory to their 
neighbors’, inter-marry, and, since they are then subject to different 
customs, never quite know whether their patrimony is really theirs. 
Talents are hidden, virtues unknown, vices unpunished in this mul¬ 
titude of men who do not know one another, and whom the seat 
of the supreme administration has brought together in one place. 
The Chiefs, overwhelmed by public affairs, see nothing by them- 
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selves, clerks govern the State. In the end the measures which have 
to be taken to maintain the general authority, an authority which 
so many distant Officials want either to elude or take advantage of, 
absorb all public attention, there is none left for the people’s happi¬ 
ness, and scarcely any left for its defense in an emergency, [388] 
and that is how a body too large for its constitution collapses and 
perishes, crushed under its own weight. 

[4] Again, a State has to provide itself with some base so as to 
be solid, so that it can withstand the shocks it is bound to experience 
and the efforts it will be compelled to make to sustain itself: for all 
peoples have a kind of centrifugal force by which they constantly 
act against one another and tend to enlarge themselves at their 
neighbors’ expense, like Descartes’s vortices. Thus the weak are in 
danger of being swallowed up before long, and none can preserve 
itself except by establishing a kind of equilibrium with all the others, 
which would more or less equalize the pressure all around. 

[5] This shows that there are reasons to expand and reasons to 
contract, and it is not the least of the politician’s talents to find the 
proportion between these two sets of reasons which most favors the 
preservation of the State. In general it may be said that the first, 
since they are merely external and relative, should be subordinated 
to the others, which are internal and absolute; a healthy and strong 
constitution is the first thing to strive for, and one should rely more 
on the vigor bom of a good government, than on the resources 
provided by a large territory. 

[6] Still, States have been known which were so constituted that 
the necessity of conquests entered into their very constitution, and 
which were forced constantly to expand in order to maintain them¬ 
selves. They may have been very pleased by this happy necessity 
which, together with the limitation on their size, however, also 
showed them the inevitable moment of their fall. 


Chapter Ten 
Continued 

[1] A body politic can be measured in two ways, by the extent of 
its territory and by the number of its people, and an appropriate 
ratio has to obtain between these two measures for the State to be 
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given its genuine [389] size: The men make up the State, and the 
land feeds the men; thus the ratio requires that there be enough 
land to support its inhabitants, and as many inhabitants as the land 
can feed. It is in this proportion that the maximum force of a given 
number of people consists; for if there is too much land its defense 
is burdensome, its cultivation deficient, its produce superfluous, this 
is the proximate cause of defensive wars; if there is not enough 
land, the State finds itself at its neighbors’ discretion for the sup¬ 
plement [it needs]; this is the proximate cause of offensive wars. 
Any people which, because of its location, has no other alternative 
than commerce or war is inherently weak; it is dependent on its 
neighbors; it is dependent on circumstances; it can never have any 
but a precarious and brief existence. Either it subjugates and 
changes its situation, or it is subjugated and is nothing. It can pre¬ 
serve its freedom only by being very small or very large. 

[2] It is therefore impossible to calculate a fixed ratio between 
the amount of land and the number of men each requires; because 
of the differences in properties of the soil, its degrees of fertility, 
the nature of its products, the influence of climates, as much as 
because of the differences in temperaments one observes among the 
men who live in these different climates, some of whom consume 
little in a fertile country, and others who consume much with a 
harsh soil. One also has to take into account the greater or lesser 
fertility of the women, what the country may offer that is more or 
less favorable to the growth of population, the number of people 
the lawgiver can hope to contribute to the population by the insti¬ 
tutions he establishes; so that he should not base his judgment on 
what he sees but on what he foresees, nor focus as much on the 
present state of the population as on the state it should naturally 
reach, Finally, there are a thousand occasions when particular acci¬ 
dental features of a given place require or permit taking up more 
land than appears needed. Thus men will spread out a good deal in 
a mountainous country where the natural produce, namely woods, 
pastures, require less work, where experience teaches that women 
are more fertile than in the plains, and where large stretches of 
sloping terrain leave unly a small horizontal band which alone 
should be counted as land available for vegetation. By contrast, men 
can draw together at the edge of the sea, even among rocks and 
sand that are [390 ] nearly barren; because there fishing can in large 
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measure substitute for products of the earth, because men have to 
live more closely assembled to repulse pirates, and because, besides, 
it is easier to rid the country of its excess population by colonies. 

[3] To these conditions for the institution of a people, one more 
has to be added which cannot replace any other, but without which 
all the rest are useless: the enjoyment of prosperity and peace; for 
when a State is being organized, like when a battalion is drawing 
up in formation, is the time when the body is least able to resist 
and easiest to destroy. One would offer better resistance at a time 
of absolute disorder than at a time of fermentation when everyone 
is preoccupied with his rank rather than with the peril. If a war, a 
famine, a sedition were to arise in such 2 time of crisis, the State 
will inevitably be overthrown. 

[4] Not that many governments have not been established during 
such storms; but then it is those governments themselves that 
destroy the State. Usurpers invariably bring about such times of 
trouble or choose them and, taking advantage of the public panic, 
get destructive laws passed which the people would never adopt 
when calm. The choice of the moment of institution is one of the 
most reliable features by which to distinguish the work of the Law¬ 
giver from the Tyrant’s. 

[5] What people, then, is fit for legislation? One which, while 
finding itself already bound together by some union of origin, inter¬ 
est, or convention, has not yet borne the true yoke of laws; one 
with neither deep-rooted customs nor deep-rooted superstitions; 
one which is not in fear of being overrun by a sudden invasion; 
which without taking part in its neighbors' quarrels can resist each 
one of them by itself, or enlist the help of one to repulse the other; 
one whose every member can be known to ail, and where one is 
not forced to charge a man with a greater burden than a man can 
bear; one which can do without all other peoples and without which 
every other people can do;* One which is neither [jp/] rich nor 

* If one of two neighboring peoples could not do without the other, the situation 
would be extremely bard for the first, and extremely dangerous for the second. 
Any wise nation would, in such a case, try promptly to relieve the other of this 
dependence. The Republic of [39/] Tlaxcala, an enclave in the Empire of Mexico, 
preferred doing without salt to buying it from the Mexicans, and even to accepting 
any free of charge. The wise Tlucalans saw the trap hidden in this generosity. 
They preserved their freedom, and in the end this small State, enclosed within 
that great Empire, was the instrument of its ruin 
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poor, and can be self-sufficient; finally, one which combines the 
stability of an ancient people with the docility of a new people. 
What makes the work of legislation difficult is not so much what 
has to be established as what has to be destroyed; and what makes 
success so rare is the impossibility of finding the simplicity of nature 
linked with the needs of society. It is true that it is difficult to find 
all of these conditions together. This is one reason why one sees 
few well-constituted States. 

[6] There is one country left in Europe capable of receiving legis¬ 
lation; it is the island of Corsica. The valor and steadfastness with 
which this brave people was able to recover and defend its freedom 
would amply deserve that some wise man teach it to preserve it. I 
rather suspect that this small island will one day astound Europe. 


Chapter Eleven 

Of the Various Systems ok Legislation 

[i] If one inquires into precisely what the greatest good of all con¬ 
sists in, which ought to be the end of every system of legislation, 
one will find that it comes down to these two principal objects, 
freedom and equality. Freedom, because any individual dependence 
is that much force taken away from the State; equality, because 
freedom cannot subsist without it. 

[2] I have already said what civil freedom is; with regard to equal¬ 
ity, this word must not be understood to mean that degrees of power 
and wealth should be absolutely the same, but that, as for power, 
it stop short of all violence and never be exercised except by virtue 
of rank and the laws, and that as for wealth, no citizen be so very 
rich that he can buy an[j92]other, and none so poor that he is 
compelled to sell himself: Which assumes, on the part of the great, 
moderation in goods and influence and, on the part of the lowly, 
moderation in avarice and covetousness* 


Do you, then, want to give the Stale stability? bring the extremes as close together 
as possible; tolerate neither very rich people nor beggars. These two states, which 
are naturally inseparable, are equally fatal to the common good; from one come 
the abettors of tyranny, and from the other tyrants; it is always between these 
two that there is trafficking in public freedom; one buys it, the other sells it 


78 



Book II, Chapter it 


[3] This equality, they say, is a chimera of speculation which 
cannot exist in practice; But if abuse is inevitable, does it follow 
that it ought not at least be regulated? It is precisely because the 
force of things always tends to destroy equality, that the force of 
legislation ought always to tend to maintain it. 

[4] But these general aims of every good institution must be 
adapted in each country to the relations that arise as much from 
local conditions as from the character of the inhabitants, and it is 
on the basis of these relations that each people has to be assigned 
a particular system of institutions which is the best, not, perhaps, 
in itself, but for the State for which it is intended. For example, is 
the soil unprofitable and barren, or the country too small for its 
inhabitants? Turn to industry and the arts, the products of which 
you can trade for the foods you lack. Do you, on the contrary, 
occupy rich plains and fertile slopes? Have you good soil but too 
few inhabitants? Devote all of your efforts to agriculture, which 
increases the population, and drive out the arts which would only 
depopulate the country completely by concentrating in just a few 
points of its territory the few inhabitants it does have.* Do you 
occupy extensive and convenient shores? Cover the sea with ships, 
cultivate commerce and navigation; you wilt have a brilliant and a 
brief existence. Does the sea wash up against nothing but nearly 
inaccessible rocks along your shores? Remain barbarous and fish- 
eaters; you will live the more tranquil for it, perhaps the betier, 
and certain(j9j]ly the happier. In a word, besides the maxims 
common to all, there is within each People some cause which orders 
these maxims in a particular manner and makes its legislation suited 
to itself alone. Thus formerly the Hebrews and recently the Arabs 
had religion as their principal object, the Athenians letters, Carthage 
and Tyre commerce, Rhodes seafaring, Sparta war, and Rome 
virtue. The Author of the Spirit of the Laws has shown in a great 
many instances the art by which the lawgiver directs the institution 
toward each one 0/ these objects. 

[5] Wbat makes the constitution of a State genuinely solid and 
lasting is when what is appropriate is so well attended to that natural 

* Any branch of foreign trade, says the M[arquisj d'A[rgenson], provides a kingdom 
tn general with little more than a deceptive benefit; it may enrich a few individuals, 
even a few cities, but the nation is a whole gains nothing from it, and the people 
is no better off for it. 
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relations and the laws always agree on the same points, and the 
latter as it were only secure, accompany and rectify the former. But 
if the Lawgiver mistakes his object, if he adopts a principle different 
from that which arises from the nature of things, if one principle 
tends toward servitude while the other tends toward freedom, one 
toward wealth, the other toward population, one toward peace, the 
other toward conquests, then the laws will be found imperceptibly 
to weaken, the constitution to deteriorate, and the State will not be 
free of turmoil until it is either destroyed or altered, and invincible 
nature has resumed its empire. 

Chapter Twelve 
Classification of the Laws 

[r] To order the whole, or to give the commonwealth the best form 
possible, various relations have to be considered. First, the action 
of the entire body acting upon itself, that is to say the relation of 
the whole to the whole, or of the Sovereign to the State, and this 
relation is made up of the relation between intermediate terms, as 
we shall see in the sequel. 

[2] The laws which regulate this relation bear the name of politi¬ 
cal laws, and are also called fundamental laws, not altogether 
unreasonably if these laws are wise. For if there is but one good 
way of ordering any given State, the people that has found it ought 
to abide by it: but if the established order [394 ] is bad, why would 
one regard as fundamental laws which prevent it from being good? 
Besides, a people is in any case always master to change its laws, 
even the best of them; for if it pleases it to harm itself, who has 
the right to prevent it from doing so? 

[3] The second relation is chat of the members with one another 
or with the entire body, and this relation should be as small as 
possible with respect to the first, and as large as possible with 
respect to the second: so that every Citizen be perfectly independent 
of all the others, and excessively dependent on the City; which is 
always achieved by the same means; for it is only the State’s force 
that makes for its members’ freedom. It is from this second relation 
that the civil laws are bom. 

[4] One may consider a third sort of relation between man and 
the law, namely that of disobedience to penalty, and this is the 
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occasion for establishing criminal laws, which at bottom are not so 
much a particular kind of law as the sanction for all the others. 

[5] To these three sorts of laws must be added a fourth, the most 
important of all; which is graven not in marble or in bronze, but 
in the hearts of the Citizens; which is the State’s genuine consti¬ 
tution; which daily gathers new force; which, when the other laws 
age or die out, revives or replaces them, and imperceptibly substi¬ 
tutes the force of habit for that of authority. I speak of morals, 
customs, and above all of opinion; a part [of the laws] unknown to 
our politicians but on which the success of all the others depends: 
a part to which the great Lawgiver attends in secret, while he 
appears to restrict himself to particular regulations which are but 
the ribs of the arch of which morals, slower to arise, in the end 
form the immovable Keystone. 

[6] Among these various Classes, political laws, which constitute 
the form of Government, are the only Class relevant to my subject. 
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Before speaking of the various forms of Government, let us try to 
fix the precise meaning of this term, which has not been adequately 
explained so far. 


Chapter Onf. 

Of Government in General 

[i] I warn the reader that this chapter has to be read carefully, and 
that I lack the art of being clear to those who are not willing to be 
attentive. 

[a] Every free action has two causes which concur in producing 
it, one moral, namely the will which determines it, the other physi¬ 
cal, namely the power which executes it. When I walk toward an 
object, it is necessary, in the first place, that I will to go to it; in 
the second place, that my feet carry me to it. Let a paralytic will 
to run, let a limber man will not to do so, both stay where they 
are. The body politic has the same motive causes; here, too, a dis¬ 
tinction is drawn between force and will: The latter being called 
legislative power, the former executive power. Nothing is or should 
be done in the body politic without their concurrence. 

[3] We have seen that the legislative power belongs to the people, 
and can belong only to it. It is easy to see that, on the contrary, 
by the principles established above, the executive power cannot 
belong to the generality [of the people] in its Legislative or Sover¬ 
eign capacity; for this power consists solely in particular acts which 
are not within the province of the law, nor, consequently, within 
that of the [396] Sovereign, since all of the Sovereign’s acts can 
only be laws. 

[4] The public force therefore has to have its own agent which 
unites and puts ir to work in accordance with the directives of the 
general will, which serves as a means of communication between 
the State and the Sovereign, which in a sense does for the public 
person what the union of soul and body does in man. This is the 
reason why, within the State, there is Government, improperly con¬ 
fused with the Sovereign, of which it is merely the minister. 
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[5] What, then, is Government? An intermediate body estab¬ 
lished between subjects and Sovereign so that they might conform 
to one another, and charged with the execution of the laws and the 
maintenance of freedom, both civil and political. 

[6] The members of this body are called magistrates or Kings, 
that is to say Governors, and the body as a whole bears the name 
Prince* Thus those who contend that the act by which a people 
subjects itself to chiefs is not a contract are perfectly right. It is 
absolutely nothing but a commission, an office in which they, as 
mere officers of the Sovereign, exercise in its name the power it 
has vested in them, and which it can limit, modify, and resume, 
since alienation of such a right is incompatible with the nature of 
the social bond and contrary to the aim of the association. 

[7] I therefore call Government or supreme administration the 
legitimate exercise of the executive power, and Prince or Magistrate 
the man or the body charged with that administration. 

[8] It is in the Government thar are located the intermediate 
forces whose relations constitute the relation of the whole to the 
whole, or of the Sovereign to the State. This last relation can be 
represented as the ratio between the extremes of a continued pro¬ 
portion of which the mean proportional is the Government. The 
Government receives from the Sovereign the orders which it gives 
the people, and for the State to be well balanced it is necessary 
that, all other things being equal, the product or power of the 
Government taken by itself be equal to the product or power of 
the citizens who are sovereign on the one hand, and subjects on 
the other. 

l 397 ] [ 9 ] What is more, none of these three terms could be altered 
without immediately destroying the proportion. If the Sovereign 
wants to govern, or the magistrate to give laws, or the subjects 
refuse to obey, disorder replaces rule, force and will no longer 
act in concert, and the dissolved State thus falls into despotism or 
anarchy. Finally, since there is only one mean proportional between 
each pair, there is also no more than one good government possible 
in any one State: But since a thousand events can change the 
relations of a people, not only can different governments be good 

* Thus in Venice, the college [of Senators] is called moil lerene Prime even when 
the Doge is not in attendance. 
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for different peoples, but the) can also be good for the same people 
at different times. 

[to] To try to give some idea of the various relations which may 
obtain between these two extremes, I shall take as an example the 
number of the people, as this relation is easier to express. 

[u] Let us assume that the State is composed of ten thousand 
Citizens. The Sovereign can only be considered collectively and in 
a body: But every particular person in his capacity as a subject is 
considered individually: Thus the Sovereign is to the subject as ten 
thousand is to one: That is to say that each member of the State 
has but a ten-thousandth of the Sovereign authority as his own 
share, although all of him is subject to it. Let the people be com¬ 
posed of a hundred thousand men, the subjects’ state does not 
change, and each one bears the full empire of the laws equally, 
whereas his vote, reduced to a hundred thousandth, exercises ten 
times less influence in drafting the laws. Thus, since the subject 
always remains one, the ratio of Sovereign [to subject] increases in 
proportion to the number of Citizens. Whence it follows that the 
more the State expands, the more freedom is diminished. 

[12] When I say that the ratio increases, I mean that it moves 
farther away from equality. Thus the greater the ratio is in the 
Geometer’s sense of the term, the smaller it is in the ordinary sense; 
in the first sense, the ratio considered in terms of quantity is meas¬ 
ured by the quotient, and in the other sense, considered in terms 
of identity, it is gauged by similarity. 

[13] Now, the smaller the ratio of individual wills to the general 
will, that is to Say of morals to the laws, the more does the repressive 
force have to increase. Hence in order to be good, the Government 
has to have relatively more force in proportion as the people is more 
numerous. 

[398] [14] On the other hand, since the expansion of the State 
offers the trustees of the public authority more temptations and 
more means to misuse their power, it follows that the more force 
the Government has to have in order to contain the people, the 
more force does the Sovereign have to have in its turn in order to 
contain the Government. 1 am not here speaking about an absolute 
force, but about the relative force of the various parts of the State. 

[15] It follows from this double ratio that the continued pro¬ 
portion of Sovereign, Prince and people is not an arbitrary idea but 
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a necessary consequence of the nature of the body politic. It further 
follows that since one of the extremes, namely the people as sub¬ 
jects, is fixed and represented by unity, every time the doubled 
ratio increases or decreases, the single ratio similarly increases or 
decreases, and the middle term is correspondingly changed. This 
shows that there is no unique and absolute constitution of Govern¬ 
ment but that there may be as many Governments differing in 
nature as there are States differing in size. 

[16] If, in order to reduce this system to ridicule, it were said 
that, according to me, finding this mean proportional and forming 
the body of the Government requires no more than taking the 
square root of the number of the people, I would reply that I am 
here using this number only as an example; that the ratios about 
which I am speaking are measured not only by numbers of men, 
but more generally by the amount of activity, which is the combined 
result of a great many causes; that, besides, if in order to express 
myself in fewer words I momentarily borrow the language of 
geometry, I am nevertheless not unaware of the fact that geometric 
precision does not obtain in moral quantities. 

[17] The Government is on a small scale what the body politic 
which contains it is on a large scale. It is a moral person endowed 
with certain faculties, active like the Sovereign, passive like the 
State, which can be analyzed into further, similar relations, from 
which a new proportion consequently arises, and within it yet 
another proportion corresponding to the judiciary, until an indivis¬ 
ible middle term is reached, that is to say a single chief or supreme 
magistrate, who might be conceived of in the middle of this pro¬ 
gression as the unity between the series of fractions and of the series 
of integers. 

[18] Without getting involved in this proliferation of [399] terms, 
let us leave it at considering the Government as a new body in 
the State, distinct from both the people and the Sovereign, and 
intermediate between them- 

[19] The essential difference between these two bodies is that the 
State exists by itself, and the Government exists only by [virtue of] 
the Sovereign. Thus the Prince's dominant will is or should be 
nothing but the general will or the laws; the Prince's force is 
nothing but the public force concentrated in it: as soon as it wills 
to derive some absolute and independent act from itself, the 
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cohesion of the whole begins to slacken. If in the end it came to 
pass that the Prince had a private will more active than the Sover¬ 
eign’s and that in heeding that private will it used the public force 
in its power, so that there would be, so to speak, two Sovereigns, 
one by right and the other in fact, the social union would instantly 
vanish, and the body politic be dissolved. 

[20] Yet for the body of the Government to have existence, a 
real life which distinguishes it from the body of the State, for all 
of its members to be able to act in concert and to assume responsi¬ 
bility for che end for which it is instituted, it has to have a particular 
self, a sensibility common to its members, a force, a will of its own 
that tends to its preservation. Such a particular existence presup¬ 
poses assemblies, councils, power to deliberate, to decide, rights, 
titles, privileges which belong exclusively to the Prince and make 
the magistrate’s position more honorable in proportion as it is more 
demanding. The difficulties consist in ordering this subordinate 
whole within the whole, so that it does not weaken the general 
constitution by strengthening its own, that it always keeps its par¬ 
ticular force intended for its own preservation distinct from the 
public force intended for the preservation of the State, and that, in 
a word, it is ever ready to sacrifice the Government to the people, 
and not the people to the Government. 

[21] However, although the artificial body of the Government is 
the work of another artificial body, and has, as it were, only a bor¬ 
rowed and subordinate life, this does not keep it from being able 
to act more or less vigorously or promptly, to enjoy, so to speak, 
a more or less robust health. Finally, without directly departing 
\_40o\ from the goal of its institution, it may deviate from it more 
or less, depending on how it is constituted. 

[22] It is from all of these differences that arise the various 
relations which ought to obtain between the Government and the 
body of the State, taking into account the accidental and particular 
relations by which that State is modified. For often the Government 
which is in itself the best will become the most vicious, if its 
relations are not adjusted to the defects of the body politic to which 
it belongs, 
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Chapter Two 

Of the Principle which Constitutes the Various 
Forms op Government 

[i] In order to set out the general cause of these differences, it is 
necessary to distinguish here between the Prince and the Govern¬ 
ment, as above I distinguished between the State and the Sovereign. 

(2J The body of the magistracy may be composed of a greater 
or lesser number of members. We have said that the ratio of Sover¬ 
eign to subjects was greater in proportion as the number of the 
people was more numerous, and by an obvious analogy we can say 
the same about the Government in relation to the Magistrates. 

[3] Now, since the total force of the Government is always that 
of the State, it never varies: from which tt follows that the more 
of this force it uses on its own members, the less it has left to act 
on the whole people. 

[4] Hence the more numerous the Magistrates, the weaker the 
Government. Since this maxim is fundamental, let us try to clarify 
it more fully. 

[ 5 J We can distinguish three essentially different wills in the 
person of the Magistrate: First, the individual’s own will, which 
tends solely to his particular advantage; second, the common will 
of the Magistrates which is exclusively concerned with the advan¬ 
tage of the Prince, and may be called the corporate will, which is 
general in relation to the Government and particular in relation to 
the State of which the Government is a part; in the third place, 
the will of the people or the [401] sovereign will, which is general 
in relation both to the State considered as the whole, and to the 
Government considered as a part of the whole. 

[6] In a perfect legislation, the particular or individual will should 
be null, the Government’s own corporate will should be very subor¬ 
dinate, and consequently the general or sovereign will should always 
be dominant and the sole rule of all the others. 

[7] According to the natural order, on the contrary, the more 
concentrated these different wills are, the more active they grow. 
Thus the general will is always the weakest, the corporate will occu¬ 
pies second place, and the particular will the first place of all: so 
that in the Government each member is first of all himself, and 
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then Magistrate, and then citizen. A gradation that is the direct 
opposite of that required by the social order. 

[8] Let this be given: now assume the entire Government in the 
hands of a single man. The particular will and the corporate will 
are then perfectly united, and consequently the corporate will is at 
the highest degree of intensity it can attain. Now, since the use of 
force depends on the degree of will, and since the Government’s 
absolute force never varies, it follows that the most active of 
Governments is that of a single man. 

[q] On the contrary, let us combine the Government with the 
legislative authority; let us turn the Sovereign into the Prince and 
all the citizens into so many Magistrates: Then the corporate will, 
merged with the general will, is no more active than it, and leaves 
the individual will in its full force. Thus the Government, with 
the same absolute force, will be at its minimum of relative force or 
activity. 

[ioj These relations are beyond dispute, and other considerations 
only confirm them further. For example, it is evident that each 
magistrate is more active within his [corporate] body than each citi¬ 
zen is in his, and consequently that a particular will has far more 
influence in the actions of Government than it has in the actions 
of the Sovereign; for each magistrate is almost always responsible 
for some function of the Government, whereas each citizen taken 
by himself exercises no function of sovereignty. Besides, the more 
the State expands, the more its real force increases, although it does 
not increase in proportion to [402] its size: but if the State remains 
the same, then regardless of how much the magistrates multiply, 
the Government does not thereby gain greater real force, because 
this force is the force of the State, whose extent is still the same. 
Thus the relative force or activity of the Government diminishes, 
while its real force or activity cannot increase. 

[11] Again, it is certain that business gets dispatched less 
expeditiously in proportion as more people are in charge of it, that 
by conceding too much to prudence not enough is conceded to 
fortune, that opportunity is allowed to escape, and that the fruits 
of deliberation are often lost by deliberating too much. 

[12] I have just proved that the Government grows slack in pro¬ 
portion as magistrates multiply, and earlier I proved that the more 
numerous the people, the more must the repressive force increase. 
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From which it follows that the ratio of magistrates to Government 
should be the inverse of the ratio of subjects to Sovereign: That is 
to say that the more the State grows, the more should the Govern¬ 
ment shrink; by so much that the number of chiefs should diminish 
in proportion to the increase of people. 

[13] However, I am here speaking only about the relative force 
of the Government, and not about its uprightness: For, on the con¬ 
trary, the more numerous the body of the magistrates, the more 
closely does the corporate will approach the general will; whereas 
under a single magistrate this same corporate will is, as I have said, 
merely a particular will. Thus is lost on one side what might be 
gained on the other, and the art nf the Lawgiver consists in knowing 
how to determine the point at which the force and the will of the 
Government, which are always inversely proportional, can be com¬ 
bined in the relation [or ratio] most advantageous to the State. 


Chapter Three 

Classification of Governments 

[1] In the preceding chapter we have seen why the various kinds 
or forms of Government are distinguished according to the number 
of the members who compose them; in the present chapter it 
remains to be seen how this classification is made. 

[40,?] [2] The Sovereign can, in the first place, entrust the charge 
of Government to the whole people or to the majority of the people, 
so that there be more citizens who are magistrates than citizens who 
are simple particulars. This form of Government is given the name 
Democracy. 

[3] Or else it can restrict the Government into the hands of a 
small number, so that there be more simple Citizens than magis¬ 
trates, and this form bears the name Anstocracy. 

[4] Finally, it can concentrate the whole of Government in the 
hands of a single magistrate from whom all the rest derive their 
power. This third form is the most common, and is called Monarchy 
or royal Government. 

[5] It should be noted that all of these forms, or at least the first 
two, admit of more or less, and they do so within a rather wide 
range; for Democracy can encompass the whole people or restrict 
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itseJf to as few as half. Aristocracy, in turn, car restrict itself to 
anywhere from half the people to the smallest number. Even Roy¬ 
alty admits of being shared tn a certain extent. Sparta consistently 
had two Kings by constitution, and the Roman Empire is known 
to have had as many as eight Emperors at once, without its being 
possible to say that the Empire was divided. Thus there is a point 
at which each form of Government merges into the next, and it is 
evident that under just these three headings, Government admits 
of as many different forms as the State has Citizens. 

[6] What is more: Since this same Government can in certain 
respects subdivide itself into different parts, one administered one 
way, the other another way, the combination of these three forms 
can result in a multitude of mixed forms, each of which can be 
multiplied by all the simple forms. 

[7] There has always been much argument about the best form 
of Government, without considering that each one of them is the 
best in some cases, and the worst in others. 

[8] If in each State the number of supreme magistrates should 
be inversely proportional to the number of Citizens, it follows that 
in general Democratic Government suits small States, Aristocratic 
Government suits [ 404 ] medium-sized ones, and Monarchy large 
ones. This rule is directly derived from the principle; but how is 
one to enumerate the many circumstances which can make for 
exceptions to the rule? 


Chapter Four 
Of Democracy 

[r] He who makes the law knows better than anyone else how it 
should be executed and interpreted. It would therefore seem that 
there could be no better constitution than one in which the 
executive power is combined with the legislative: But this is 
precisely what makes this Government inadequate in certain 
respects, for things which ought to be kept distinct are not kept 
distinct, and the Prince and the Sovereign being nothing but the 
same person, form, so to speak, nothing but a Government without 
a Government. 
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[2] It is not good that he who makes the laws execute them, nor 
that the body of the people turn its attention away from general 
considerations, to devote it to particular objects. Nothing is more 
dangerous than the influence of private interests on public affairs, 
and abuse of the laws by the Government is a lesser evil than the 
corruption of the Lawgiver, which is the inevitable consequence of 
particular considerations. Then, the State being adulterated in its 
very substance, all reform becomes impossible. A people which 
would never misuse the Government would not misuse indepen¬ 
dence either; a people which would always govern well would not 
need to be governed. 

[3] In the strict sense of the term, a genuine Democracy never 
has existed, and never will exist- It is against the natural order that 
the greater number govern and the smaller number be governed. 
It is unimaginable that the people remain constantly assembled to 
attend to public affairs, and it is readily evident that it could not 
establish commissions to do so without the form of the adminis¬ 
tration changing. 

[4] Indeed, I believe I can posit as a principle that when the 
functions of Government are divided among [ 405 ] several tribunals, 
the least numerous sooner or later acquire the greatest authority; if 
only because of the ease in dispatching business, which naturally 
leads them to acquire it. 

[5] Besides, how many things difficult to combine does not this 
Government presuppose? First, a very small State where the people 
is easily assembled, and where every citizen can easily know all the 
rest; second, great simplicity of morals to preclude excessive busi¬ 
ness and thorny discussions; next, much equality of ranks and for¬ 
tunes, without which equality of rights and authority could not long 
subsist: Finally, little or no luxury; for luxury is either the effect 
of riches, or makes them necessary; it corrupts rich and poor alike, 
the one by possession, the other by covetousness; it sells out the 
fatherland to laxity, to vanity; it deprives the State of all its Citizens 
by making them slaves to one another, and all of them slaves to 
opinion. 

[6] That is why a famous Author attributed virtue to Republics 
as their principle; for all these conditions could not subsist without 
virtue: but for want of drawing the necessary distinctions, this noble 
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genius often lacked in precision, sometimes in clarity, and he failed 
to see that since Sovereign authority is everywhere the same, the 
same principle must obtain in every well-constituted State, more 
ot less, it is true, according to the form of the Government. 

[7J Let us add that there is no Government as subject to civil 
wars and intestine turmoil as Democratic or popular Government, 
because there is none which tends so strongly and so constantly to 
change its form, nor any which requires greater vigilance and cour¬ 
age to maintain in its form. It is in this constitution above all that 
the Gtizen must arm himself with force and steadfastness, and 
every day of his life say in the bottom of his heart what a virtuous 
Palatine* said in the Diet of Poland; “I prefer a perilous freedom 
to quiet servitude.” 

[406] [8] If there were a people of Gods, they would govern 
themselves democratically. So perfect a Government is not suited 
to men. 


Chapter Five 
Of Aristocracy 

[1] We have here two very distinct moral persons, namely the 
Government and the Sovereign, and consequently two general wills, 
one in relation to all the citizens, the other only for the members 
of the administration. Thus, although the Government may regulate 
its internal policy as it pleases, it may never speak to the people 
except in the name of the Sovereign, that is to say in the name of 
the people itself; which should never be forgotten. 

[2] The first societies governed themselves aristocratically. The 
chiefs of families deliberated among themselves about the public 
business; young people readily yielded to the authority of experi¬ 
ence. Hence the names Priests, elders , senate, gerontes. The savages 
of northern America still govern themselves this way in our day, 
and they are very well governed. 

[3] But in proportion as instituted inequality prevailed over natu¬ 
ral inequality, riches or power* was given preference over age, and 

• The Palatine of Posnania, father of the King of Poland, Duke of Lorraine, 

* It is clear that among the ancients the term Optimates does not mean the best, 
but the most powerful. 
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Aristocracy became elective. Finally, power bequeathed to the chil¬ 
dren together with the father’s goods made families patrician, 
Government became hereditary, and there were twenty-year-old 
Senators. 

[4] There are, then, three kinds of Aristocracy: natural, elective, 
hereditary. The first is suited only to simple peoples; the third is 
the worst of all Governments. The second is the best; it is Aristoc¬ 
racy properly so called. 

[5] In addition to having the advantage of distinguishing between 
the two powers, Aristocracy has the advantage of choosing its mem¬ 
bers; for in [407} popular Government all Citizens are bom magis¬ 
trates, whereas this Government restricts them to a small number, 
and they become magistrates only by being elected;* a means by 
which probity, enlightenment, experience, and all the other reasons 
for public preferment and esteem are so many further guarantees 
of being well governed. 

[6] Moreover, assemblies are more easily convened, business is 
discussed better, and dispatched in a more orderly and diligent 
fashion, the State’s prestige is better upheld abroad by venerable 
senators than by an unknown and despised multitude. 

[7] In a word, the best and most natural order is to have the 
wisest govern the multitude, so long as it is certain that they will 
govern it for its advantage and not for their own; institutions and 
procedures should not be multiplied needlessly, nor should twenty 
thousand men be employed to do what a hundred well chosen men 
can do even better. But it must be noted that here the corporate 
interest begins to guide the public force less in accordance with 
the standard of the general will, and that another inevitable decline 
deprives the laws of a portion of the executive power. 

[8] With regard to suitable particular circumstances, the State 
should not be so small nor the people so simple and upright that 
the execution of the laws follows directly from the public will, as 
it does in a good Democracy. Nor should the nation be so large 


It is very important to regulate by laws the form of electing magistrates; because 
if it is left to the will of the Prince, hereditary Aristocracy is the inevitable conse¬ 
quence, as it was in the Republics of Venue and of Bent. Indeed, the first has 
long since been a dissolved State, whereas the second maintains itself through 
the extreme wisdom of its Senate; it is a most honorable and a most dangerous 

exception. 
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that the chiefs, scattered in order to govern it, can make decisions 
on behalf of the Sovereign, each in his own department, and begin 
by making themselves independent only to end up becoming the 
masters. 

[q] But while Aristocracy requires somewhat fewer virtues than 
popular Government, it also requires others which are properly its 
own; such as moderation among the rich and contentment among 
the poor; for it seems that a rigorous equality would be out of place 
in Aristocracy; it was not even observed in Sparta. 

[408] [10] Besides, while this form [of Government] involves a 
certain inequality of fortune, it does so primarily so that in general 
the administration of the public business be entrusted to those who 
can best devote all of their time to it, and not, as Aristotle contends, 
so that the rich always be preferred. On the contrary, it is important 
that an opposite choice should occasionally teach the people that 
men’s merit offers more important reasons for preference than do 
riches. 


Chapter Six 
Of Monarchy 

[1] So far we have considered the Prince as a moral and collective 
person, united by the force of laws, and the trustee of the executive 
power within the State. We now have to consider this power gath¬ 
ered in the hands of a natural person, of a real man, who alone has 
the right to exercise it according to the laws. He is what is called 
a Monarch, or a King. 

[2] In direct contrast to the other administrations, in which a 
collective being represents an individual, in this administration an 
individual represents a collective being; so that the moral unity 
which constitutes the Prince is at the same time a physical unity 
in which are naturally combined all the faculties which it is so diffi¬ 
cult for the law to combine in a collective being. 

[3] Thus the will of the people, and the will of the Prince, and 
the public force of the State, and the particular force of the Govern¬ 
ment, everything responds to the same mover, all of the machine’s 
levers are in the same hand, everything proceeds toward the same 
goal, no opposing motions cancel one another, and no kind of con¬ 
stitution can be imagined in which less effort would produce greater 
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accion. Archimedes sitting quietly on the shore and effortlessly 
launching a large Vessel represents for me a skillful monarch gov¬ 
erning his vast States from his study and making everything move 
while himself appearing to be unmoving. 

[409] [4] But while there is no Government that is more vigorous, 
there is none where the particular will has greater sway and more 
easily dominates the other wills; everything proceeds toward the 
same goal, it is true, but that goal is not public felicity, and the 
very force of the Administration constantly works to the prejudice 
of the State. 

[5] Kings want to be absolute, and from afar men call out to 
them that the best way to be so is to make themselves loved by 
their peoples. The maxim is very fine, and in some respects even 
very true. Unfortunately it will always be laughed at in Courts. 
The power that comes from the peoples’ love is unquestionably the 
greatest; but it is precarious and conditional, and Princes will never 
be satisfied with it. The best Kings want to be able to be wicked 
if they please, without ceasing to be masters: A political sermonizer 
may well tell them that since the people’s force is their force, their 
greatest interest is to have the people flourishing, numerous, formi¬ 
dable; they know perfectly well that this is not true. Their personal 
interest is first of all that the People be weak, wretched, and never 
able to resist them. I admit that, assuming always perfectly submiss¬ 
ive subjects, it would be in the Prince’s interest that the people be 
powerful, so that this power, being his, might render him formi¬ 
dable to his neighbors; but since this is only a secondary and subor¬ 
dinate interest, and the two assumptions are incompatible, it is natu¬ 
ral that Princes always prefer the maxim that is most immediately 
useful to them. This is what Samuel forcefully represented to the 
Hebrews; it is what Machiavelli has conclusively shown. While pre¬ 
tending to teach lessons to Kings, he taught great lessons to peoples. 
Machiavelli’s Prince is the book of republicans * 


Machiavelli was an honest man and a good citizen: but being attached to the house 
of the Medici, he was forced during the oppression of his fatherland to disguise 
his love of freedom. The very choice of his execrable Hero suffices to exhibit his 
secret intention, and the contradiction between the maxims of his Book on the 
Prince and those of his discourses on Titus Livy and of his history of Florence 
proves that this profound politician has so far had only superficial or corrupt Read¬ 
ers. The Court of Rome has severely prohibited his book, and I should think that 
it would: it is the Court he depicts most clearly. [Note added in the 1782 edn.J 
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[6] We found on the basis of general relations [or ratios] that 
monarchy is suited only to large States, and we again find it to be 
so upon examining monarchy in itself. The more numerous the 
public administration, the more the ratio of Prince to subjects 
decreases and approaches equality, so that in Democracy this ratio 
is one [to one] or equality itself. This same ratio increases in pro¬ 
portion as the Government contracts, and it is at its maximum when 
the Government is in the hands of a single man. [410] The distance 
between Prince and People is then too great, and the State lacks 
cohesion. To form such cohesion, intermediate orders are therefore 
needed: to fill these, Princes, Grandees, nobility are needed. Now, 
none of this is suited to a small state, which all such gradations 
ruin. 

[7] But if it is difficult for a large State to be well governed, it 
is much more difficult for it to be well governed by a single man, 
and everyone knows what happens when the King rules through 
proxies, 

[8] One essential and inevitable defect which will always make 
monarchical government inferior to republican government is that 
in Republics the public voice almost never elevates to the highest 
places any but enlightened and capable men who occupy them with 
honor: whereas those who succeed in monarchies are most often 
nothing but petty bunglers, petty knaves, petty schemers whose 
petty talents, which at Court give access to high places, only serve 
to show the public their ineptitude just as soon as they have acceded 
to these high places. The people is much less often mistaken in this 
choice than the Prince, and a man of true merit in a [royal] ministry 
is almost as rare as a fool at the head of a republican government. 
Indeed, when by some happy accident one of those men who are 
bom to govern takes the helm of affairs in a Monarchy which has 
been almost ruined by those crowds of fancy managers, everyone 
is utterly amazed at the resources he discovers, and it marks an 
epoch in a country[’s history]. 

[9] For a monarchic State to be well governed, its size or extent 
would have to be commensurate with the faculties of the one who 
governs. It is easier to conquer than to rule. Given an adequate 
lever, a single finger can move the world, but it takes the shoulders 
of Hercules to hold it up. If a State is at all large, the Prince is 
almost always too small. On the other hand, when the State happens 
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to be too small for its chief, which is very rarely the case, it is still 
badly governed because the chief, forever pursuing his own large 
views, forgets the peoples’ interests, and makes them no less 
unhappy by misusing his excess of talents, than would a stupid 
chief for want of the talents he lacks. A kingdom should, so to 
speak, expand or [411] contract with each reign according to the 
Prince’s scope; by contrast, the talents of a Senate being of a more 
settled measure, the State can have stable boundanes and the 
administration run no less well. 

[10} The most perceptible inconvenience of Government by a 
single man is the lack of that continuous succession which in the 
two others forms an unbroken bond. When a King dies, another 
is needed; elections leave dangerous intervals, they are stormy, 
and unless the Citizens are disinterested and upright to an extent 
scarcely compatible with this (form ot] Government, intrigue and 
corruption will play their part. It is unlikely that he to whom the 
State has sold itself will not sell it in turn, and that he will not seek 
compensation at the expense of the weak for the money extorted 
from him by the powerful. Sooner or later everything becomes venal 
under such an administration, and then the peace enjoyed under 
Kings is worse than the disorder of interregna. 

[11] What has been done to prevent these evils? Crowns have 
been made hereditary in certain families, and an order of Succession 
has been established which prevents any dispute upon the death of 
Kings: That is to say that, by substituting the inconvenience of 
regencies for that of elections, apparent tranquility has been given 
preference over wise administration, and the risk of having children, 
monsters, imbeciles for chiefs was preferred to having to dispute 
about the choice of good Kings; they failed to consider that by 
thus taking a chance on this alternative they put almost all the odds 
against themselves. It was a very sensible remark the Younger 
Dionysius made when his father, reproving him for a shameful 
action, said: “Did I set you such an example?” “Ah,” the son 
replied, “your father was not a King!” 

[ia] Everything conspires to deprive of justice and reason a man 
brought up to command others. Great pains are taken, so they say, 
to teach young Princes the art of ruling; it does not appear rhat 
this education profits them. It would be better to begin by teaching 
them the art of obeying. The greatest Kings renowned in history- 
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were not brought up to rule; it is a science one never possesses less 
than after having learned it to excess, and which one acquires better 
by obeying than by commanding. “The most practical and [4/2] 
shortest way to distinguish what is good and what is bad is to con¬ 
sider what you would or would not have wished for under another 
Prince.”* 

[13J One consequence of this lack of coherence is the instability 
of royal government which, following now one plan, now another, 
depending on the character of the ruling Prince or of those who 
rule for him, cannot long have a fixed objective or a consistent 
policy: a mutability which forever causes the State to drift from 
maxim to maxim, from project to project, and does not occur in 
the other Governments where the Prince is always the same. Thus 
one sees that in general, while there is more cunning at Court, there 
is more wisdom in a Senate, and that Republics pursue their goals 
in the light of views that are more steadily held and more closely 
adhered to, whereas every revolution in the [royal] Ministry pro¬ 
duces a revolution in the State; for it is the common maxim of all 
Ministers and almost all Kings in all things to do the opposite of 
what their predecessors did. 

[14] This same incoherence also provides the solution to a soph¬ 
ism common among royalist politicians; that is not only to compare 
civil Government to domestic Government and the Prince to the 
father of a family, a fallacy which has already been refuted, but also 
liberally to endow this magistrate with all the virtues he would need, 
and always to assume that the Prince is what he should be: an 
assumption with the help of which royal Government is evidently 
preferable to any other, because it is incontrovertibly the strongest, 
and all it lacks to be also the best is a corporate will more consonant 
with the general will. 

[15] But if, according to Plato,* a King by nature is such a rare 
person, how often will nature and fortune concur to crown him, 
and if a royal education necessarily corrupts those who receive it, 
what can be expected of a succession of men brought up to rule? 
It is therefore deliberate self-deception to confuse royal Govern¬ 
ment with the Government of a good King. In order to see what 


* Tadtjus], Hisijoriesj , Bk. 1. 

* Stamman. 
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this Government is in itself, it has to be considered as it is under 
stupid or wicked Princes; for either that is what they will be when 
they accede to the throne, or it is what the throne will make 
them be. 

[4/3] [16] Our Authors have noticed these difficulties, but they 
have not been disturbed by them. The remedy, they say, is to obey 
without a murmur. God in his wrath sends bad Kings, and they 
must be endured as punishments from Heaven, Such a discourse 
is, no doubt, edifying, but I wonder whether it would not be more 
appropriate in the pulpit than in a book on politics. What would 
one say about a Physician who promised miracles, and whose whole 
art consisted in exhorting his sick to be patient? Everyone knows 
perfectly well that when there is a bad government, it has to be put 
up with; the problem is to find a good one. 

Chapter Seven 
Of Mixed Governments 

[1] Properly speaking, there is no simple Government. A single 
Chief has to have subordinate Magistrates; a popular Government 
has to have a Chief. Thus in the distribution of executive power 
there is always a gradation from the larger to the smaller number, 
with this difference that sometimes the larger number depends on 
the smaller, and sometimes the smaller depends on the larger. 

[2] At times the distribution is equal; either when the constituent 
parts are dependent on one another, as in the Government of Eng¬ 
land; or when the authority of each part is independent but imper¬ 
fect, as in Poland. This latter form is bad because the Government 
is without any unity, and the State lacks cohesion. 

[3] Which is better, a simple or a mixed Government? The ques¬ 
tion is much debated by politicians, and it should be given the same 
answer I gave above about all forms of Government. 

[4] In itself simple Government is best, just because it is simple. 
But when the executive Power is not sufficiently dependent on the 
legislative, that is to say when the ratio cf Prince to Sovereign is 
greater than that of People to Prince, this lack of proportion has to 
be remedied [414] by dividing the Government; for then its several 
parts have no less authority over the subjects, and their division 
reduces their combined force against the Sovereign. 
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[5] The same inconvenience can also be forestalled by estab¬ 
lishing intermediate magistrates who, leaving the Government 
whole, merely serve to balance the two Powers and to uphold their 
respective rights. Then the Government is not mixed, it is 
tempered, 

[6J Similar means can be used to remedy the opposite incon¬ 
venience, and when the Government is too slack, Tribunals can be 
set up to give it concentration. This is the practice of all Democra¬ 
cies. In the first case the Government is divided in order to weaken 
it, and in the second in order to reinforce it; for the maximum of 
force and of weakness are both found in simple Governments, 
whereas mixed forms make for moderate force. 


Chapter Eight 

That Not Every Form of Government Is Suited 
to Every Country 

[ij Freedom, not being a fruit of every Clime, is not within the 
reach of every people. The more one meditates upon this principle 
established by Montesquieu, the more one senses its truth. The 
more one challenges it, the more opportunities one provides to 
establish it with new proofs. 

[2] In all Governments of the world rhe public person consumes 
but produces nothing. Where, then, does it get the substance it 
consumes? From its members' labor. It is the particulars’ surplus 
which produces the public’s necessities. Whence it follows that the 
civil state can subsist only as long as men’s labor yields in excess 
of their needs. 

[3] Now, this overplus is not the same in every country of the 
world. In some it is considerable, in others moderate, in others nil, 
in others negative, [4/y] This relation depends on the fertility of 
the climate, the kind of labor the soil requires, the nature of its 
products, the force of its inhabitants, the greater or lesser amount 
they need to consume, and on various similar relations that go to 
make it up. 

[4] On the other hand, Governments are not all of the same 
nature; some are more and some less rapacious, and their differences 
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arc based on this further principle chat the farther public contri¬ 
butions move from their source, the more burdensome they are. 
This burden should be measured not by the amount of taxes, but 
by how far they have to travel to return into the hands from which 
they came; when this circulation is prompt and efficient, then it 
does not matter whether one pays little or much; the people is 
always rich, and the finances always in good order. By contrast, 
regardless of how little the People gives, if it never gets this little 
back, it is soon exhausted by constantly giving; the State is never 
rich, and the people is always destitute. 

[5] From which it follows that the greater the distance between 
the people and the Government grows, the more burdensome do 
taxes become: thus in a Democracy the people is least burdened, 
in an Aristocracy it is burdened more, in a Monarchy it bears the 
greatest weight. Hence Monarchy is suited only to opulent nations. 
Aristocracy to States moderate in wealth as well as in size, Democ¬ 
racy to small and poor States. 

[6] Indeed the more one reflects on this, the greater does the 
difference which one finds in this respect between free and mon¬ 
archical States prove to be; in the former everything is used for the 
public utility; in the latter, public and particular forces are recipro¬ 
cal, and one increases by the other’s weakening. Finally, despotism, 
instead of governing subjects in order to make them happy, makes 
them miserable in order to govern them. 

[7] Here then are some natural causes in every clime by which 
one can determine the form of Government toward which the force 
of the climate directs it, and even tell what kind of inhabitants it 
should have. Barren and sterile places where the product is not 
worth the labor should be left uninhabited and deserted, or peopled 
only by Savages: Places where man’s labor yields only the bare 
necessities should be inhabited by barbarous peoples, since 
any polity would be impossible there: places where the excess of 
produce over labor is moderate suit free peoples; those where an 
abundant and fertile soil yields much produce in return for little 
labor lend themselves to being governed monarchically so that the 
Prince’s luxury might consume the excess of the subjects’ surplus; 
for it is better that this excess be absorbed by the government than 
squandered by private individuals. There are exceptions, I know; 
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but these very exceptions confirm the rule in that sooner or later 
they produce revolutions which restore things to the order of 
nature. 

[8] Let us always distinguish between general laws and the par¬ 
ticular causes which can modify their effect. Even if the entire south 
were covered with Republics and the entire north with despotic 
States it would be no less true that in terms of the effect of climate 
despotism suits warm countries, barbarism cold countries, and good 
polity intermediate regions. I do also see that one might grant the 
principle but dispute the application: one might hold that some 
cold councries are extremely fertile, and some warm ones extremely 
barren. But this is a difficulty only for those who fail to look at the 
matter in all of its relations. As I have already said, the relations 
of labor, of forces, of consumption, etc. all have to be taken into 
account. 

[9] Let us assume that one of two equal pieces of land yields 
five, the other ten. If the inhabitants of the first consume four, arid 
the second nine, the excess of the first product will be 1 / 5 and that 
of the second 1/10. Since, then, the ratio of these two excesses is 
the inverse of that of their products, the land producing only five 
will yield a surplus double that of the surplus yielded by the land 
producing ten. 

[10] But there is no question of getting double the product, and 
I do not believe that anyone would venture to hold that the fertility 
of cold countries is in general even equal to that of warm countries. 
However, let us assume such an equality; let us equate, if you wish, 
England with Sicily, and Poland with Egypt. Farther south we will 
have Africa and the Indies, farther north we will have nothing more. 
For the sake of this equality of product, what a difference in culti¬ 
vation. In Sicily it is enough to scratch the soil; in England what 
efforts it takes to till it! Now, where [4/7] more hands are needed 
to get the same product, the superflux must necessarily be less. 

[it] Consider, further, that the same number of people consume 
much less in warm countries. There the climate requires that one 
practice moderation to stay healthy; Europeans who want to live 
there as they do at home all die of dysentery and indigestions: We 
are , says Chardin, carnivorous beasts, wolves, by comparison anth the 
Asians. There are those who attribute the Persians' moderation to the 
fact that their country is less cultivated; but 1 believe on the contrary 
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that thetr country is less abundant in commodities because the inhabitants 
need fewer. Iftheir frugality , he goes on, were an effect ofthe country's 
poverty, only the poor would eat little, whereas in general everyone does, 
and one would eat more or less in different provinces depending on the 
fertility of the land, whereas the same moderation is found throughout 
the Kingdom. They take great pnde in their way of living, saying that 
one need only look at thetr complexion to see how much superior their 
way is to the Christians'! Indeed, the Persians' complexion is clear; 
their skin is fair, delicate, smooth, wkereas the complexion of the Armen¬ 
ians, their subjects, who live in the European manner, is coarse, blotchy, 
and their bodies are fat and heavy. 

[12] The closer one draws to the equator, the less do peoples live 
off. They eat almost no meat; rice, maize, couscous, millet, cassava, 
are their ordinary food. In the Indies there are millions of men 
whose food costs no more than a penny 1 day. Even in Europe we 
notice sensible differences in appetite between the peoples of the 
north and those of the south. A Spaniard will live for a week on a 
German's dinner. In the countries where men are more voracious 
objects of consumption also become objects of luxury. In England 
luxury appears on a table laden with meat; in Italy you are regaled 
with sweets and flowers. 

[13] Luxury in clothing also exhibits similar differences. In cli¬ 
mates where the seasons change rapidly and violently, clothes are 
better and simpler, in climates where people dress for display they 
strive more for effect than for utility, and the clothes themselves 
are a luxury. In Naples you will daily see men strolling along the 
Posilippo in gold-embroidered jackets and no hose. The same holds 
true regarding buildings; magnificence is the only consideration 
when there is no [ 418] damage to fear from the weather. In Paris, 
in London, one wants to be housed warmly and comfortably. In 
Madrid they have superb drawing rooms, but no windows that 
close, and they sleep in rat-holes. 

[14] Foods are far more substantial and succulent in warm coun¬ 
tries; this is a third difference that cannot fail to influence the 
second. Why do they eat so many vegetables in Italy? Because they 
are good, nutritious, and extremely tasty: In France, where they are 
fed nothing but water, they are not at all nutritious, and count for 
almost nothing at table. Yet they take up no less land, and are at 
least as much trouble to grow. It is a matter of experience that the 

103 



Of the Social Contract 


wheats of Barbary yield much more flour than do those of France, 
although they are inferior to them in other respects, and that French 
wheats in turn yield more than do those of the North. From which 
it may be inferred that a similar gradation going in the same direc¬ 
tion generally obtains from the equator to the pole. And is it not a 
manifest disadvantage to get a smaller amount of nourishment from 
an equal amount of produce? 

[15] To these various considerations I can add another which 
follows from them and reinforces them; it is that warm countries 
need inhabitants less than do cold countries, and could feed more 
of them; this produces a double surplus which invariably redounds 
to the advantage of despotism. The larger the area which a constant 
number of inhabitants occupy, the more difficult it is to revolt; 
because it is impossible to take concerted action quickly or in secret, 
and it is always easy for the Government to get wind of plans and 
to cut communications: but the closer together a numerous people 
draws, the less can the Government usurp from the Sovereign; 
chiefs deliberate as securely in their chambers as the Prince does 
in his council, and the crowd assembles as quickly in public squares 
as troops do in their barracks. In this respect great distances are 
therefore to a tyrannical Government’s advantage. With the help of 
the support groups which it sets up, its force increases with dis¬ 
tance, like that of levers.* By contrast, the people’s force the acts 
only when concen^/pjtrated, it evaporates and is lost as it spreads, 
like the effect of gunpowder scattered on the ground and which 
ignites only grain by grain. The least populous countries are thus 
the most suited to Tyranny: wild beasts reign only in wildernesses. 


Chapter Nine 

Of the Signs of a Good Government 
[1] Hence the question, which is absolutely the best Government, 


This does no' contradict what I said above, Bk. n, ch. 9, about the inconveniences 
of large States; for there ii was a question of the Government’s authority over its 
members, and here it is 1 question of its force {419I against its subjects. Its scat¬ 
tered members serve it as fulcra for acting on the people at a distance, but it has 
no fulcrum for acting directly on these members themselves. Thus in the one case 
the length of the lever makes for its w eakness, and in the other for its force. 
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does not admit to a solution because it is indeterminate: or, if you 
prefer, it has as many food solutions as there are possible combi¬ 
nations in the absolute and the relative positions of peoples. 

[2] But if one were to ask by what sign one might cell whether 
a given people is well or badly governed, it would be a different 
matter, and the question of fact can be resolved. 

[3] Yet it is left unresolved, because everyone wants to resolve 
it in his own way. Subjects praise public tranquility, Citizens indi¬ 
vidual freedom; one prefers security of possessions, and the other 
that of persons; one wants the best Government to be the most 
severe, the other maintains that it is the mildest; this one wants 
crimes to be punished, and that one wants them prevented; one 
thinks it 1 fine thing to be feared by neighbors, the other prefers 
to be ignored by them; one is satisfied when money circulates, the 
other demands that the people have bread. Even if agreement were 
reached on these points and others like them, would one be any 
better off? Since moral qualities lack a precise yardstick, even if 
there were agreement about the sign, how is agreement to be 
reached about applying it? 

[4] For my own part, I am always astonished that people should 
foil to recognize so simple a sign, or have the bad faith not ro agree 
on it. What is the aim of the political association? [420] It is the 
preservation and prosperity of its members. And what is the surest 
sign that they are preserving themselves and prospering? It is their 
number and their population. Look no further, then, for this much 
disputed sign. All other things equal, the Government under which 
the Gtizens, without resort to external means, without naturaliza¬ 
tions, without colonies, populate and multiply, is without fail the 
best: that under which a people dwindles and wastes away is the 
worst. Calculators, it is now up to you: count, measure, compare.* 

* The same principle should be used to judge which centuries deserve preference 
with respect to the prosperity of humankind. People have too much admired those 
that have seen letters and the arts flourish, without inquiring into the secret of 
their cultivation, without considering their fatal effect, suck mas their ignorance that 
they called humanity what was a beginning of servitude. Shall we never discern in 
the maxims of boob the coarse interest that causes the Authors to speak? No, 
regardless of what they may say, when for all of its brilliance a country gets 
depopulated, then it is not true that all is well, and one poet’s having an income 
of a hundred thousand livres is not enough for his to he the best of all centuries. 
One should focus less on apparent repose and on the chiefs' tranquility than on 
the well-being of entire nations and above all of the most numerous estates. Hail 
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Chapter Ten 

Of the Abuse of Government and of its 
Tendency to Degenerate 

[ij Just as the particular will incessantly acts against the general 
will, so the Government makes a constant effort against Sover¬ 
eignty. The greater this effort grows, the more adulterated does the 
constitution get, and since there is here no other corporate will to 
resist the will of the Prince and so to balance it, it must sooner or 
later come to pass that the Prince ends up oppressing the Sovereign 
and breaking the Social treaty. This is the inherent and inevitable 
vice which relentlessly tends to destroy the body politic from the 
moment of its birth, just as old age and death destroy a man’s body. 

{2] There are two general ways in which a Government degener¬ 
ates, namely when it contracts, or when the State dissolves. 

[3] The Government contracts when it passes from a large to a 
small number, that is to say from Democracy to Aristocracy, and 
from Aristocracy to Kingship. This is its natural inclination.* If it 

devastates a few cantons, but it rarely causes a famine. Riots, civil wars, greatly 
alarm chiefs, but they do not cause the true miseries of peoples, which may even 
experience some respite during the disputes about who will tyrannize chem. Their 
real prosperities or calamities arise from their permanent state; it is when every¬ 
thing remains crushed under the yoke, that everything wastes away; when chiefs 
destroy them at their ease, and whin they make a icsolation, they call it peace. 
When the bickerings of the Great caused turmoil in the Kingdom of France, and 
the Cardinal Coadjutor attended Parliament with a dagger in his pocket, it did 
not keep the French people from living happy and numerous in honest and free 
well-being. Formerly Greece flourished amidst the most cruel wars; blood flowed 
freely, yet the entire country was full of men. It seemed, says Machiavelli, that 
our Republic grew all the more powerful for being in the midst of murders, pro¬ 
scriptions, civil wars; the virtue of its citizens, their morals, their independence, 
did more to reinforce it, than all its dissensions had done to weaken it. A little 
agitation energizes souls, and what causes the species truly to prosper is not so 
much peace as freedom 

* The slow formation and the progress of the Republic of Venice in its lagoons 
offers a notable example of this sequence: and it is rather astonishing that for 
more than twelve hundred years the Venetians seem still to be only at the second 
stage, which began with the Serrar di Comigtio in 1198. As for the ancient Dukes 
invoked in challenge to them, it has been proved that, regardless of what the 
sftattmii Mia Itbtrti vt*tu may say about them, they were not the Venetians’ 
Sovereigns. 

People will not fail to cite in objection to me the Roman Republic whose pro¬ 
gress, they will say, followed a directly opposite course, passing from monarchy 
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were to retrogress from the small to [422] the large number, it might 
be said to slacken, but this reverse progression is impossible. 

[4] Indeed, a Government never changes its form except when 
its worn-out mainspring leaves it too weak to preserve the form it 
has. Now if it were to expand, it would grow even more slack, its 
force would become altogether null, and it would be ever less likely 
to subsist. What has to be done, therefore, is to rewind and tighten 
the spring in proportion as it gives way, otherwise the State which 
it upholds will fall into ruin. 

[5] The dissolution of the State may come about in two ways. 

[6] First when the Prince no longer administers the State accord¬ 
ing to the laws, and usurps the sovereign power. Then a remarkable 
change occurs; namely, it is not the Government, but the State that 
contracts; I mean that the large State dissolves and another is 
formed within it, composed solely of the members of the Govern¬ 
ment, and which is no longer anything to the rest of the People 


to Aristocracy, and from Aristocracy to JJemocracy. I am very far from sharing 
this opinion. 

Romulus's initial establishment was a mixed Government which promptly 
degenerated into Despotism. Owing to some particular causes, the State perished 
before its time, just as a newborn child sometimes dies before reaching manhood. 
The expulsion of the Tarquins was the genuine period of the Republic’s birth. 
But it did not assume a stable form from the first, because the failure to abolish the 
patriciate left the work only half done. For since in [422] this way the hereditary 
Aristocracy, which is the worst of legitimate administraiions, remained in conflict 
with the Democracy, the form of the Government, forever uncertain and unstable 
was, as Machiavelli has proved, not settled until the establishment of the Tribunes, 
only then was [here a true Government and a genuine Democracy. Indeed, the 
people was then not only Sovereign, but also magistrate and judge, the Senate 
was no more than a subordinate tribunal to temper or to concentrate the Govern¬ 
ment, and even the Consuls, although Patricians, although the first Magistrates, 
although absolute Generals in war, were, in Rome, no more than the presidents 
of che people. 

From that cime on the Government was also seen to follow its natural inclination 
and to tend strongly toward Aristocracy. With the Patriciate abolishing itself as 
if on its own, che Aristocracy no longer resided in the body of Patricians as it 
does in Venice and in Genoa, but in the body of the Senate which was composed 
of both Patricians and Plebeians, and even in the body of the Tribunes once they 
began to usurp active power: for words do not change things, and when the people 
has chiefs who govern on its behalf then, regardless of (he name these chiefs bear, 
it is still an Aristocracy. 

From the abuse of the Aristocracy arose the civil wars and the Triumvirate. 
Sulla, Jvbus Caesar, Augustus became genuine Monarch! in fact, and finally under 
the Despotism of Tiberius the State was dissolved. Roman history thus does not 
belie my principle; it confirms ic. 
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but its master and tyrant. So that the moment [^23] the Govern¬ 
ment usurps the sovereignty, the social pact is broken, and all ordi¬ 
nary Citizens, restored by right to their natural freedom, are forced 
to obey but not obligated to do so. 

[7) Dissolution of the State also comes about when the members 
of the Government severally usurp the power they ought to exercise 
only as a body; which is no less serious an infraction of the laws, 
and produces even greater disorder. Then there are, so to speak, 
as many Princes as there are Magistrates, and the State, no less 
divided than the Government, either perishes or changes its form. 

[8] When the State dissolves, any abuse of Government whatso- 
ever takes the general name of anarchy. To distinguish, Democracy 
degenerates into Ochlocracy , Aristocracy into Oligarchy, I would add 
that Kingship degenerates into Tyranny, but this last word is 
equivocal and calls for explanation. 

[q] In the vulgar sense of the term, a Tyrant is a King who 
governs with violence and without regard for justice and the laws. 
In the precise sense of the term, a Tyrant is an individual who 
arrogates the royal authority to himself without having any right to 
it. That is how the Greeks understood the word Tyrant: They gave 
it indiscriminately to good and to bad Princes whose authority was 
not legitimate* Thus Tyrant and usurper are two perfectly synony¬ 
mous words. 

[to] In order to give different things different names, I call 
Tyrant the usurper of the royal authority, and Despot the usurper 
of the Sovereign power. The Tyrant is one who insinuates himself 
contrary to the laws and governs according to the laws, the Despot 
is one who puts himself above the laws themselves. Thus a Tyrant 
may not be a Despot, but a Despot is always a Tyrant. 


“For all those ire called and considered tyrants who exercise perpetual power in 
a city accustomed to freedom." Com[elius] Nep(os], Life of Miltuuies: It is true 
that Aristotle, Suomjaeheanj Ethficsj, Bk. vtn, ch. 10 [tofob 1-3}, distinguishes 
between Tyrant and King in that the first governs only for his own advantage 
and the second solely for his subjects’ advantage, but besides the fact that generally 
all Greek authors used the word Tyrant in a different sense, as is apparent above 
all Iron] the Him of Xenophon, it would follow from Aristotle’s distinction that 
there had never yet existed a single King since the beginning of the world. 




Bock in, Chapter 


Chapter Eleven 
The Death of the Body Politic 


[< 2 <] 


[i] Such is the natural and inevitable tendency of the best consti¬ 
tuted Governments. If Sparta and Rome perished, what State can 
hope to last forever? If we want to form a lasting establishment, let 
us therefore not dream of making it eternal. To succeed one must 
not attempt the impossible, nor flatter oneself that the work of men 
can be endowed with a solidity human things do not allow for 

[2] The body politic, just Like the body of a man, begins to die 
as soon as it is bom and carries within itself the causes of its 
destruction. But either body can have a constitution that is more 
or less robust and suited to preserve it for more or less time. The 
constitution of man is the work of nature, that of the State is the 
work of art. It is not within men's capacity to prolong their life, it 
is within their capacity to prolong the State’s life as far as possible 
by giving it the best constitution it can have. Even the best consti¬ 
tuted State will end, but later than another, if no unforeseen acci¬ 
dent brings about its doom before its time. 

[3] The principle of political life resides in the Sovereign auth¬ 
ority. The legislative power is the heart of the State, the executive 
power is its brain, which gives movement to all the parts. The brain 
may become paralyzed and the individual still live. A man can 
remain imbecile and live: but as soon as the heart has stopped to 
function, the animal is dead. 

[4] It is not by laws that the State subsists, it is by the legislative 
power. Yesterday’s law does not obligate today, but tacit consent is 
presumed from silence, and the Sovereign is assumed to be con¬ 
stantly confirming the laws which it does not abrogate when it can 
do so. Everything which it has once declared it wills it continues 
to will, unless it revokes it. 

[5] Why, then, are ancient laws accorded so much respect? For 
thet very reason. People must believe that nothing [425] but the 
excellence of the ancient wills could have preserved them for so 
long; if the Sovereign had not consistently recognized them as salu¬ 
tary it would have revoked them a thousand times over. That is 
why the laws, far from growing weaker, constantly acquire new 
force in every well-constituted State; the prejudice in favor of 


109 



Of the Social Contract 


antiquity renders them daily more venerable; whereas wherever the 
laws grow weaker as they grow older it is proof that there is no 
longer any legislative power, and that the State is no longer alive. 


Chapter Twelve 

How the Sovereign Authority Is Maintained 

[i] The Sovereign, having no other force than the legislative power, 
acts only by means of the laws, and the laws being nothing but 
authentic acts of the general will, the Sovereign can act only when 
the people is assembled. The people assembled, it will be said! What 
a chimera! It is a chimera today, but it was not so two thousand 
years ago: Have men changed in nature? 

[2] The bounds of the possible in moral matters are less narrow 
than we think: It is our weaknesses, our vices, our prejudices that 
constrict them. Base souls do not believe in great men: vile slaves 
smile mockingly at the word freedom. 

[3] Let us consider what can be done in the light of what has 
been done; \ shall not speak of the ancient republics of Greece, but 
the Roman Republic was, it seems to me, a targe State, and the city 
of Rome a large city. The last census showed four hundred thou¬ 
sand Citizens bearing arms in Rome, and the last count of the 
Empire more than four million Citizens, not including subjects, 
foreigners, women, children, slaves. 

[4] What difficulty might one not imagine about frequently 
assembling the immense people of this capital and its environs? Yet 
few weeks went by when the Roman people was not assembled, and 
even several times. It exercised not only the rights of sove[426]r- 
eignty, but a part of those of Government as well. It dealt with 
some business, tried some cases, and on the public square this entire 
people was nearly as often magistrate as it was Citizen. 

[5] Tf one were to go back to the earliest times of Nations, one 
would find that most ancient Governments, even monarchical ones 
like those of the Macedonians and the Franks, had similar Councils. 
Be that as it may, this one indisputable fact alone answers all objec¬ 
tions; The inference from what is to what is possible seems to me 
sound. 
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Chapter Thirteen 
Continued 

[i] It is not enough for the people assembled to have once settled 
the constitution of the State by giving sanction to a body of laws: 
it is not enough for it to have established a perpetual Government 
or to have provided once and for all for the election of magistrates. 
In addition to extraordinary assemblies which may be required by 
unforeseen circumstances, there must be fixed and periodic 
assemblies which nothing can abolish or prorogue, so that on the 
appointed day the people is legitimately summoned by law, without 
need of any further formal convocation. 

[2] But except for these assemblies which are lawful by their date 
alone, any assembly of the People not convoked by the magistrates 
appointed to that end and according to the prescribed forms must 
be held to be illegitimate and everything done at it to be null; 
because the order ro assemble must itself emanate from the law. 

[3] As to whether legitimate assemblies should meet more or less 
frequently, this depends on so many considerations that it is 
impossible to give precise rules about it. Only it can be said in 
general that the more force the Government has, the more fre¬ 
quently ought the Sovereign show itself. 

[4] I shall be told that this may be good for a single city; but 
what is to be done when the State includes several cities? [427] Is 
the Sovereign authority to be shared, or should it be concentrated 
in a single city, and all the rest be placed in subjection? 

[5] I answer that neither should be done. First, the Sovereign 
authority is simple and single, and it cannot be divided without 
being destroyed. In the second place, a city can no more be legit¬ 
imately subjected to another than can a Nation, because the essence 
of the political body consists in the concurrence of obedience and 
freedom, and that the words subject and sovereign are identical cor¬ 
relatives whose idea is combined in the single word Citizen. 

[6] I answer further that it is always an evil to unite several cities 
into a single Gty, and anyone who wants to bring about such a 
union should not flatter himself that he can avoid its natural incon¬ 
veniences. The abuse of large States should not be urged as an 
objection to someone who wants only small ones: but how are small 
States to be given enough force to resist the large ones? In the same 
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way that formerly the Greek cities resisted the great King, and more 
recently Holland and Switzerland resisted the House of Austria. 

[7] However, if the State cannot be reduced to just bounds there 
remains one recourse; it is not to allow it a capital, to seat the 
Government alternately in each city, and also to assemble the 
country’s Estates in each in turn. 

[8] People the territory evenly, extend the same rights throughout 
it, spread abundance and life throughout it, that is how the State 
will at once have as much force and be as well governed as possible. 
Remember that the walls of cities are only built with the wreckage 
of farmhouses. For each Palace I see rise in the capital, I seem to 
see an entire countryside reduced to hovels. 


Chapter Fourteen 
Continued 

[1] The instant the People is legitimately assembled as a Sovereign 
body, all jurisdiction of the Government ceases, the executive power 
is suspended, and the [ 428] person of the last Citizen is as sacred 
and inviolable as that of the first Magistrate, because where the 
Represented is, there no longer is a Representative. Most of the 
commotions that arose in ±e comitia in Rome came from ignorance 
or neglect of this rule. On those occasions the Consuls were nothing 
bur the Presidents of the People, the Tribunes were mere Speak¬ 
ers,* the Senate was nothing at all. 

[2] These intervals of suspension [of the Government’s powers] 
when the prince recognizes or has to recognize an actual superior 
have always been threatening to it, and these assemblies of the 
people which are the shield of the body politic and the curb of 
Government have at all times been the dread of chiefs: indeed they 
never spare cares, nor objections, nor obstacles, nor promises to 
turn Citizens against them. When the Citizens are greedy, cowardly, 
pusillanimous, more enamored of repose than of freedom, they do 
not long hold out against the redoubled efforts of the Government; 

• Approximate!) in the sense given to this term in the English Parliament. The 
similarity between these functions would have brought the Consuls and the Trib¬ 
unes into conflict even if all jurisdiction had been suspended. 
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this is how, with the opposing force constantly increasing, the Sov¬ 
ereign authority finally vanishes, and most Cities fall and perish 
before their time. 

[3] But between Sovereign authority and arbitrary Government 
an intermediary power sometimes interposes itself which has to be 


Chapter Fifteen 
Of Deputies or Representatives 

[1] As soon as public service ceases to be the Citizens’ principal 
business, and they prefer to serve with their purse rather than with 
their person, the State is already close to ruin. Is there a call to 
battle? they pay troops and stay home; is there a summons to Coun¬ 
cil? they name Deputies and say home. Finally, by dint of [429] 
laziness and money they have soldiers to enslave the fatherland and 
representatives to sell it. 

[2] It is the hustle and bustle of commerce and the arts, it is the 
avid interest in gain, it is softness and love of comforts that change 
personal services into money. One gives up a portion of one’s profit 
in order to increase it at leisure. Give money, and soon you will 
have chains. The word finance is a slave’s word; it is unknown in 
the Gty. In a truly free State the citizens do everything with their 
hands and nothing with money: Far from paying to be exempted 
from their duties, they would pay to fulfill them themselves. I am 
very far from the commonly held ideas; I believe corvees to he less 
at odds with freedom than taxes. 

[3] The better constituted the State, the more public business 
takes precedence over private business in the minds of Citizens. 
There even is less private business, because, since the sum of the 
common happiness contributes a greater share to each individual’s 
happiness, he needs to seek less of it in his personal pursuits. In a 
well-conducted city everyone flies to the assemblies; under a bad 
Government no one likes to take a step to go to them; because no 
one takes an interest in what is done there, because it is predictable 
that the genera] will will not prevail in them, and finally because 
domestic concerns are all-absorbing. Good laws lead to making 
better ones, bad laws bring about worse ones. As soon as someone 
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says about affairs of State What do I care? the State has to be con¬ 
sidered lost. 

[4] The cooling of the love of fatherland, the activity of private 
interest, the immensity of States, conquests, the abuse of Govern¬ 
ment, have led people to imagine the expedient of Deputies or Rep¬ 
resentatives of the people in the Nation's assemblies. This is what 
in some countries they dare call the Third Estate. Thus the private 
interest of two orders is assigned first and second places, the public 
interest only third place. 

[5] Sovereignty cannot be represented for the same reason that 
it cannot be alienated; it consists essentially in the general will, and 
the will does not admit of being represented: either it is the same 
or it is different; there is no middle ground. The deputies of the 
people therefore are nor and cannot be its representatives, they are 
merely [430] its agents; they cannot conclude anything definitively. 
Any law which the People has not ratified in person is null; it is 
not a law. The English people thinks it is free; it is greatly mistaken, 
it is free only during the election of Members of Parliament; as 
soon as they are elected, it is enslaved, it is nothing The use it 
makes of its freedom during the brief moments it has it fully war¬ 
rants its losing it. 

[6] The idea of Representatives is modem: it comes to us from 
feudal Government, that iniquitous and absurd Government in 
which the human species is degraded, and the name of man dishon¬ 
ored. In ancient Republics and even in monarchies, the People never 
had representatives; the very word was unknown. It is quite striking 
that in Rome, where the Tribunes were so sacred, no one ever so 
much as imagined that they might usurp the functions of the 
people, and that in the midst of such a great multitude they never 
attempted to pass a single Plebiscite on their own authority alone. 
Yet the trouble the crowd sometimes caused may be judged by what 
happened at the time of the Gracchi, when a portion of the Gtizens 
cast its vote from the rooftops. 

[7] Where right and freedom are everything, inconveniences are 
nothing. Among this wise people, everything was given its just due: 
it allowed its Lictors to do what its Tribunes would not have dared 
to do; it did not fear that its Lictors would wish to represent it. 

[8] However, in order to explain how the Tribunes did sometimes 
represent the people, one need only consider how the Government 
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represents the Sovereign. Since law is nothing but the declaration 
of the general will, it is clear that the People cannot be represented 
in its Legislative power; but it can and must be represented in its 
executive power, which is nothing but force applied to Law. This 
shows that, upon closer examination, very few Nations would be 
found to have laws. Be that as it may, it is certain that the Tribunes, 
being no part of the executive power, could never represent the 
Roman people by the rights of their own office, but only by usurp¬ 
ing some of the rights of the Senate. 

[gl Among the Greeks, all the People had to do it did by itself; 
it was constantly assembled in the public square. It lived in a mild 
climate, it was not greedy, [431] slaves did its work, its chief busi¬ 
ness was its freedom. No longer having the same advantages, how 
are we to preserve the same rights? Your harsher climates make for 
more needs,* six months of the year you cannot stay out on the 
public square, your muted languages cannot make themselves heard 
in the open, you care more for your gain than for your freedom, 
and you fear slavery less than you fear poverty. 

[10] What! Freedom can only be maintained with the help of 
servitude? Perhaps. The two extremes meet. Everything that is not 
in nature has its inconveniences, and civil society more than all the 
rest. In some unfortunate circumstances one can preserve one’s own 
freedom only at the expense of someone else’s, and the Citizen can 
be perfectly free only if the slave is utterly enslaved. Such was the 
situation of Sparta. As for you, modern peoples, you have no slaves, 
but are yourselves slaves; you pay for their freedom with your own. 
Well may you boast of this preference; I find in it more cowardice 
than humanity. 

[11] I do not mean by all this that it is necessary to have slaves 
or that the right of slavery is legitimate, since I have proved the 
contrary. I simply state the reasons why modem peoples which 
believe themselves free have representatives, and why ancient 
peoples did not have them. Be that as it may, the instant a People 
gives itself Representatives, it ceases to be free; it ceases to be. 

[12] All things considered, I do not see that among us the Sover¬ 
eign can henceforth preserve the exercise of its rights unless the 


* To adopt in cold climates the luxury and softness of Orientals is to choose to 
assume their chains; it is to submit to them even more inevitably than do they 

115 



Of the Social Contract 


City is very small. But if it is very small, will it not be subjugated? 
No. I shall show below* how the external power of a great People 
can be combined with the simple administration and the good order 
of a small State 


143A 

Chapter Sixteen 

That the Institution of the Government Is not 
a Contract 

[1] Once the legislative Power is well established, it remains likewise 
to establish the Executive power; for this latter, which operates only 
by particular acts, inasmuch as it is not of the essence of the former, 
is naturally separate from it. If it were possible for the Sovereign, 
considered as such, to have the executive power, right and fact 
would be so utterly confounded that one could no longer tell what 
is law and what is not, and the body politic thus denatured would 
soon fall prey to the violence against which it was instituted. 

[2] The Citizens being all equal by the social contract, all may 
prescribe what all ought to do, but no one has the right to require 
that another do what he himself does not do. Now, it is specifically 
this right, indispensable for endowing the body politic with life and 
motion, that the Sovereign assigns to the Prince by instituting the 
Government. 

[3] Some have claimed that this act of establishing Government 
was a contract between the People and the chiefs it gives itself; a 
contract stipulating for the two parties the conditions under which 
the one obligated itself to command, and the other to obey. Every¬ 
one will agree, I am sure, that this is an odd way of contracting! 
But let us see whether this opinion is tenable. 

[4] First, the supreme authority can no more be modified than 
it can be alienated, to limit it is to destroy it. It is absurd and 
contradictory for the Sovereign to give itself a superior; to obligate 
oneself to obey a master is to return to one’s full freedom. 


That is what I had planned to do in the sequel to this work when, in dealing 
with foreign relations, I would have come to confederations, The subject is entirely 
new and its principles have yet to be established. 
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[5] Moreover, it is clear that this contract of the people with 
specific persons would be a particular act. From which it follows 
that this contract could not be a law or an act of sovereignty, and 
that consequently it would be illegitimate. 

[6] It is further evident that with respect to one another the con¬ 
tracting parties would be under the law of nature alone and without 
any guarantor {,433] of their reciprocal engagements, which is in 
every way at odds with the civil state: Since whoever controls the 
force is invariably master of the execution, one might as well call 
“contract” the act of a man who said to another, “I give you all 
my goods on condition that you will give me back as much of it as 
you please.” 

[7] There is only one contract in the State, the contract of associ¬ 
ation; and it, by itself alone, excludes any others. It is impossible 
to imagine any public Contract that would not be a violation of the 
first. 


Chapter Seventeen 
Of the Institution of Government 

[1] What, then, is the idea in terms of which one should conceive 
of the act by which Government is instituted’ I shall begin by 
noting that this act is complex or composed of two others, namely 
the establishment of law, and the execution of law. 

[z] By the first, the Sovereign enacts that a body of Government 
of this form or that shall be established; and it is clear that this act 
is a law. 

[3] By the second, the People appoints the chiefs who will be 
entrusted with the established Government. Now since this 
appointment is a particular act it is not a second law, but merely a 
consequence of the first and a function of Government. 

[4] The difficulty is to understand how there can be an act of 
Government before the Government exists, and how the People, 
which is only either Sovereign or subject, can become Prince or 
Magistrate in certain circumstances. 

[5] Here again is revealed one of those astonishing properties 
of the body politic by which it reconciles apparently contradictory 
operations. For this reconciliation is accomplished by a sudden 
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conversion of Sovereignty into Democracy; so that without any 
perceptible change, and simply by a new relation of all to [434] all, 
the Citizens having become Magistrates pass from general to 
particular acts, and from the law to its execution. 

[6] This change of relation is not some speculative subtlety with¬ 
out example in practice: It takes place every day in the Parliament 
of England where the lower House on certain occasions turns itself 
into a Committee of the whole, the better rc discuss business, and 
thus becomes a simple commission rather than the Sovereign Court 
it had been an instant before; so that it subsequently reports to 
itself in its capacity as the House of Commons on what it had just 
serried as a Committee of the whole, and deliberates anew under 
one name about what it had already decided under another. 

[7} It is the distinctive advantage of Democratic Government that 
it can be established in fact by a simple act of the general will. After 
which this provisional Government either remains in office if such 
is the form that is adopted, or it establishes in the name of the 
Sovereign the Government prescribed by law, and everything is 
thus in order. It is not possible to establish Government in any 
other legitimate manner without renouncing the principles estab¬ 
lished above. 


Chapter Eighteen 

Means of Preventing the Usurpations by the 
Government 

[1] From these clarifications it follows, in confirmation of chapter 
16, that the act which institutes Government is not a contract but 
a Law, that the trustees of the executive power are not the people’s 
masters but its officers, that it can establish or remove them when¬ 
ever it pleases, that there is no question of their contracting, but 
of obeying, and that in assuming the charges which the State 
imposes on them they are only fulfilling their duty as Gtizens with¬ 
out in any way having the right to challenge the conditions. 

[2] Thus when it happens that the People institutes a hereditary 
Government, either monarchical in one [435] family, or aristocratic 
in one order of Citizens, this is not an engagement it enters into; 
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it is a provisional form it gives to the administration, until such 
time as it pleases to order it differently. 

[3J It is true that such changes are always dangerous, and that one 
should never touch an established Government unless it becomes 
incompatible with the public good; but this circumspection is a 
maxim of politics and not a rule of right, and the State is no more 
bound to leave the civil authority to its [current] chiefs, than it is 
to leave the military authority to its [current] generals. 

[4] It is further true that in such a case one cannot be too careful 
about observing ail the formalities required to distinguish a regular 
and legitimate act from a seditious rumuft, and the will of an entire 
people from the clamors of a faction. It is above all in such cases 
that no more should be conceded to the cits odieux than what cannot 
be refused it by right in all its rigor, and it is also from this obli¬ 
gation that the Prince derives a great advantage in preserving its 
power in spite of the people, without its being possible to say that 
the Prince has usurped that power: For in appearing to use only its 
rights, the Prince can very easi ly expand them and, on the pretext of 
public calm, prevent assemblies intended to restore good order; so 
that it takes advantage either of a silence which it prevents from 
being broken, or of the irregularities which it causes to be commit¬ 
ted, to presume that the assent of those whom fear has silenced 
favors it, and to punish those who dare to speak. That is how the 
Decemvirs, after first having been elected for one year, and then 
continued for another year, tried to hold on to their power in per¬ 
petuity, by no longer permitting the comitia to meet; and it is by 
this simple means that all governments of the world, once they are 
invested with the public force, sooner or later usurp the Sovereign 
authority. 

[5] The periodic assemblies of which I have spoken above are 
suited to forestall or to postpone this misfortune, above all if they 
do not require formal convocation: for then the Prince could not 
prevent them without openly declaring itself a violator of the laws 
and an enemy of the State. 

[6] These assemblies, which have no other object than to main¬ 
tain the social treaty, ought always to open with two motions which 
it should be impossible ever to omit, and which oughc to be voted 
on separately: 
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[^j6J[?] The first; whether u phase the Sovereign to retain the pre¬ 
sent form of Government, 

[8] The second; whether it please the People to leave its adminis¬ 
tration to those who are currently charged with it. 

[9] I assume here what I believe I have demonstrated, namely 
that in the State there is no fundamental law which could not be 
revoked, not even the social pact; for if all the Citizens were to 
assemble to break this pact by a common accord, there an be no 
doubt that it would be most legitimately broken. Grotius even 
thinks that everyone can renounce the State of which he is a 
member, and recover his natural freedom and his goods on leaving 
the country.* Now it would be absurd if all the Citizens united 
could not do what each one of them separately an do. 


It being understood that one does not leave in order to evade one’s duty or to avoid 
serving the fatherland when it needs us. In such cases flight would be criminal and 
punishable; it would no longer be withdrawal but desertion. 
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Chapter One 

That the General Will Is Indestructible 

fij So long as several men united consider themselves a single body, 
they have but a single will, which is concerned with their common 
preservation, and the general welfare. Then all of the springs of the 
State are vigorous and simple, its maxims are clear and perspicuous, 
it has no confused, contradictory interests, the common good is 
everywhere fully evident and requires only good sense to be per¬ 
ceived. Peace, union, equality are enemies of political subtleties. 
Upright and simple men are difficult to deceive because of their 
simplicity, they are not taken in by sham and special pleading; they 
are not even clever enough to be dupes. When, among the happiest 
people in the world, troops of peasants are seen attending to affairs 
of State tinder an oak tree and always acting wisely, can one avoid 
despising the refinements of other nations which make themselves 
illustrious and miserable with so much art and mystification? 

[2] A State thus governed needs very few Laws, and as it becomes 
necessary to promulgate new ones, this necessity is universally seen. 
The first one to propose them only states what all have already 
sensed, and there is no need for intrigues or eloquence to secure 
passage into law of what each has already resolved to do as soon as 
he is sure that the others will do so as well. 

[3} What misleads ratiocinators is that since they only see States 
which are badly constituted from their origin, they are struck [438] 
by the impossibility of maintaining such an administration in them. 
They laugh as they imagine all the nonsense of which a clever knave 
or an insinuating talker could persuade the people of Paris or 
London. They do not know that Cromwell would have been con¬ 
demned to hard labor by the people of Berne, and the Due de 
Beaufort to reformatory by the Genevans. 

[4] But when the social knot begins to loosen and the State to 
weaken; when particular interests begin to make themselves 
felt,jyand small societies to influence the larger society, the common 
interest diminishes and meets with opposition, votes are no longer 
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unanimous, the general will is no longer the will of all, contradic¬ 
tions and disagreements arise, and the best opinion no longer carries 
the day unchallenged. 

[5] Finally, when the State close to ruin subsists only in an 
illusory and vain form, when the social bond is broken in all hearts, 
when the basest interest brazenly assumes the sacred name of public 
good; then the general will grows mute, everyone, prompted by 
secret motives, no more states opinions as a Citizen than if the State 
had never existed, and iniquitous decrees with no other goal than 
particular interest are falsely passed under the name of Laws. 

[6] Does it follow that the general will is annihilated or cor¬ 
rupted? No, it remains constant, unalterable, and pure; but it is 
subordinated to others that prevail over it. Each person, in 
detaching his interest from the common interest, sees clearly 
enough that he cannot separate them entirely, but his share of the 
public evil seems to him as nothing compared to the exclusive good 
which he seeks to make his own. Except for this particular good, 
he wills the public good in his own interest just as forcefully as 
anyone else. Even in selling his vote for money he does not 
extinguish the general will within himself, he evades it. The mistake 
he commits is to change the state of the question, and to answer 
something other than what he is asked: So that instead of saying 
with his vote, it is advantageous to the State, he says, it is advan¬ 
tageous to this man or to this party that this or that opinion pass. Thus 
the law of public order in assemblies consists not so much in 
upholding the general will in them, as in seeing to it that the general 
will is always consulted and that it always replies. 

[7] I could offer quite a few reflections here on the simple \_439] 
right to vote in every act of sovereignty; a right of which nothing 
can deprive Citizens; and on the right of voicing opinions, propos¬ 
ing, dividing, discussing [motions], which the Government always 
takes great care to allow only to its own members; but this important 
matter would require a separate treatise, and I cannot say everything 
in this one. 


Chapter Two 
Of Suffrage 

[i] From the preceding chapter it is evident that the way in which 
general business is conducted provides a fairly reliable indication 
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of the current state of the morals and the health of the body 
politic. The more concord reigns in assemblies, that is to say the 
closer opinions come to unanimity, the more the general will 
also predominates; whereas long debates, dissensions, disturbances, 
signal the ascendancy of particular interests and the decline of the 
State. 

[2] This seems less obvious when two or more orders enter into 
its constitution, as did in Rome the Patricians and the Plebeians, 
whose quarrels often disturbed the comitia even in the finest times 
of die Republic; but this exception is more apparent than real; 
for by the vice inherent to the body politic there are then, so to 
speak, two States in one; [and] what is not true of the two together 
is true of each separately. And indeed even in the stormiest times 
the people’s plebiscites were always carried quiedy and by a large 
majority, when the Senate did not interfere: The Citizens having 
but a single interest, the people had but a single will. 

[3] At the other end of the cycle, unanimity returns. That is 
when the citizens, fallen into servitude, no longer have freedom or 
will. Then fear and flattery turn voting into acclamations; they no 
longer deliberate, they worship or they curse. Such was the vile 
manner in which the Senate expressed opinions under the 
Emperors. Sometimes it did so with ridiculous precautions: Tacitus 
notes that under Otho, the Senators heaping execration on Vitellius 
took care at the same time to make a frightful noise, [440] so that, 
if by chance he were to become master, he could not tell what they 
each had said. 

[4] From these various considerations arise the maxims that 
should regulate the manner in which votes are counted and opinions 
compared, taking account of whether the general will is more or 
less easy to know, and the State more or less in decline. 

[5] There is only one law which by its nature requires unanimous 
consent. That is the social pact: for the civil association is the most 
voluntary act in die world; every man being bom free and master 
of himself, no one may on any pretext whatsoever subject him with¬ 
out his consent. To decide that the son of a slave is bom a slave 
is to decide that he is not bom a man. 

[6] If, then, at the time of die social pact there are some who 
oppose it, their opposition does not invalidate die contract, it 
only keeps them from being included in it; they are foreigners 
among the Citizens. Once the State is instituted, consent consists 
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in residence, to dwell in the territory is to submit to the 
sovereignty.* 

[7] Except for this primitive contract, the vote of the majority 
always obligates all the rest; this is a consequence of the contract 
itself, Yet the question is raised how a man can be both free and 
forced to conform to wills which are not his own. How are the 
opponents both free and subject to laws to which they have not 
consented? 

[8] I answer that the question is badly framed. The Citizen con¬ 
sents to all the laws, even to those passed in spite of him, and even 
to those that punish him when he dares to violate any one of them. 
The constant will of all the members of the State is the general 
will; it is through it that they are citizens and free.* When a law 
is proposed [441] in the People’s assembly, what they are being 
asked is not exactly whether they approve the proposal or reject it, 
but whether it does or does not conform to the general will, which 
is theirs; everyone states his opinion about this by casting his ballot, 
and the tally of the votes yields the declaration of the general will. 
Therefore when the opinion contrary to my own prevails, it proves 
nothing more than that I made a mistake and that what I took to 
be the general will was not. If my particular opinion had prevailed, 

I would have done something other than what I had willed, and it 
is then that I would not have been free. 

[9] This presupposes, it is true, that all the characteristics of the 
general will are still in the majority: once they no longer are, then 
regardless of which side one takes there no longer is any freedom. 

[10] When earlier I showed how particular wills were substituted 
for the general will in public deliberations, I indicated clearly 
enough the practicable ways to prevent this abuse; 1 shall have more 
to say on this subject later. As for the proportional number of votes 
needed to declare the general will, I have also provided the prin- 

• This should always be understood with regard to a free State; for elsewhere family, 
goods, the lack of asylum, necessity, violence, may keep an inhabitant in the 
country in spite of himself, and then his mere residence no longer implies his 
consent to the contract or to its violation. 

* In Genoa the word Libenai can be read on die front of prisons and on the chains 
of galley-slaves. This use of the motto is fine and just. Indeed it is only the 
evildoers from every estate who keep the Citizens from being free. In a country 
where all such folk were in the Galleys, the most perfect freedom would be 
enjoyed. 
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ciples by which it can be ascertained. A difference of a single vote 
breaks a tie, a single opponent destroys unanimity; but between 
unanimity and a tie there are various uneven divisions, at any one 
of which this proportion can be fixed, taking the state and the needs 
of the body politic into account. 

[ii] Two general maxims can help to regulate these ratios: one, 
that the more important and serious the deliberations are, the more 
nearly unanimous should be the opinion that prevails; the other, 
that the more rapidly the business at hand has to be resolved, the 
narrower should be the prescribed difference in weighting opinions; 
in deliberations which have to be concluded straightaway a majority 
of one should suffice. The first of these maxims appears better 
suited to Laws, the second to business. Be that as it may, it is by a 
combination of these two maxims that the best ratios for a deciding 
majority are determined. 


[4431 

Chapter Three 
Of Elections 

[1] With regard to the elections of the Prince and the Magistrates, 
which are, as I have said, complex acts, there are two ways to pro¬ 
ceed; namely, by choice or by lot. Both have been used in various 
Republics, and a very complicated mixture of the two can still be 
found at present in the election of the Doge of Venice. 

[2] Voting by lot, says Montesquieu, is in the nature of Democracy. 
I agree, but why is it? Drawing lots, he goes on, is a way of electing 
that afflicts no one; it leaves every Citizen a reasonable hope of serving 
the fatherland. These are not reasons. 

[3] If one keeps in mind that the election of chiefs is a function 
of Government and not of Sovereignty, one will see why election 
by lot is more in the nature of Democracy, where the administration 
is all the better in proportion as its acts are fewer. 

[4] In every genuine Democracy, magistracy is not an advantage 
but a burdensome charge, which one cannot justly impose on one 
individual rather than another. Only the law can impose this charge 
on the one to whom the lot falls. For then, since the condition is 
equal for all and the choice does not depend on a human will, no 
particular application can distort the universality of the law. 
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[5] In Aristocracy the Prince chooses the Prince, the Government 
perpetuates itself by itself, and that is where voting is appropriate. 

[6] The example of the election of the Doge of Venice, far from 
destroying this distinction, confirms it: This composite form suits 
a mixed Government, For it is an error to take the Government of 
Venice for a genuine Aristocracy. While the People has no share in 
the Government, the nobility is itself of the people. A multitude 
of poor Barnabites never came close to any magistracy, and all they 
get for being noble is the empty [443] title of Excellency and the 
right to be present at the great Council Since this great Council 
is as numerous as our general Council in Geneva, its illustrious 
members have no more privileges than do our simple Citizens. It 
is certain that, setting aside the extreme disparity between the two 
Republics, the bourgeoisie of Geneva corresponds precisely to che 
Venetian Patriciate, our natives and inhabitants correspond to the 
Townsmen and the people of Venice, and our peasants correspond 
to the mainland subjects; in sum, however one considers that 
Republic, apart from its size, its Government is no more aristocratic 
than is ours. The entire difference is that since we have no chiefs 
for life, we have not the same need for election by lot. 

[7] Elections by lot would entail few inconveniences in a genuine 
Democracy where everything is as equal by virtue of morals and 
talents as maxims and fortune, because choice would make almost 
no difference. But I have already said that there is no genuine 
Democracy. 

[8] Where election by choice and election by lot are combined, 
choice should fill the positions that require specific talents, such as 
military offices; drawing lots is appropriate for the positions for 
which good sense, justice, integrity suffice, such as judicial 
responsibilities, because in a well-constituted State these qualities 
are common to all Citizens. 

[9] Neither lot nor voting has any place in a monarchical Govern¬ 
ment Since the Monarch is by right the sole Prince and the only 
Magistrate, the choice of his lieutenants is his alone. When the 
Abbe de St. Pierre proposed multiplying the Councils of the King 
of France and electing their members by Ballot, he did not realize 
he was proposing to change the form of the Government. 

[10] It remains for me to speak about the way votes should be 
cast and collected in the assembly of the people; but perhaps the 
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historical sketch of Roman administration in this matter will explain 
more concretely all the maxims which I might establish- It is not 
unworthy of a judicious reader to consider in some detail how 
public and particular business was conducted in a Council of two 
hundred thousand men, 


Chapter Four 
Of the Roman Comitia 


U44] 


[1] We have no really reliable records of the first times of Rome; 
there is even every likelihood that most of what is retailed about it 
are fables;* and in general the most instructive part of the annals 
of peoples, which is the history of their establishment, is the part 
we most lack. Experience daily teaches us what causes give rise to 
the revolutions of empires; but as no more peoples are being 
formed, we have scarcely anything but conjectures to explain how 
they were formed. 

[2] The practices one finds established at least attest that these 
practices had an origin. Among the traditions that go back to these 
origins, the ones which the greatest authorities support and the 
strongest reasons confirm must pass for the most certain. These are 
the maxims I have tried to follow in inquiring how the freest and 
most powerful people on earth exercised its supreme power. 

[3] After the founding of Rome the nascent Republic, that is to 
say the founder’s army, composed of Albans, Sabines, and for¬ 
eigners, was divided into three classes which, from this division, 
took the name Tribes. Each one of these Tribes was subdivided into 
ten Curiae, and each Curia into Decuriae, at the head of which 
were placed chiefs called Cartons and Decuriens. 

[4] In addition a body of one hundred Horsemen or Knights, 
called a Century, was drawn from each Tribe: which shows that 
these divisions, which are hardly needed in a small town, were at 
first entirely military. But it would seem that an instinct for great- 

* The name Rome which purportedly comes from Romulus is Greek and means force', 
the name Num is also Greek, and means Law How likely is it that this city’s 
first two Kings would have borne names so appropriately anticipating what they 
did? 
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ness led the little city of Rome to [445] assume in advance an admin¬ 
istration suited to the capital of the world. 

[5] This initial apportionment soon gave rise to an inconvenience. 
The Tribes of the Albans* and that of the Sabines** remained 
forever in the same state, while that of the foreigners*** kept on 
growing by their continuous influx, so that before long it exceeded 
the other two. The remedy Servius found for this dangerous abuse 
was to change the division, and to substitute for the division by 
race, which he abolished, another division based on the city district 
which each Tribe occupied. Instead of three Tribes he made four; 
each of which occupied one of the hills of Rome and bore its name. 
Thus at the same time as he remedied the existing inequality he 
forestalled its future recurrence; and so that this might be a division 
not only of districts but of men, he forbade the inhabitants of one 
quarter to move to another, which prevented the races from 
merging. 

[6] He also doubled the three ancient centuries of Horsemen and 
added twelve more to them, but always keeping the ancient names; 
a simple and judicious means by which he succeeded in dis¬ 
tinguishing the body of the Horsemen from that of the People, 
without causing the latter to grumble. 

[7] To these four urban Tribes Servius added fifteen more called 
rural Tribes, because they were formed of inhabitants of the 
countryside, apportioned into so many cantons. Later an equal 
number of new Tribes was created, and the Roman People finally 
found itself divided into thirty-five Tribes; the number at which 
they remained fixed until the end of the Republic. 

[8] This distinction between the urban and the rural Tribes 
resulted in an effect worth noting, because there is no other instance 
of it, and because Rome owed to it both the preservation of its 
morals, and the growth of its empire The urban Tribes might have 
been expected soon to arrogate to themselves the power and honors, 
and to lose no time debasing the rural Tribes; the very opposite 
happened. The early Romans’ taste for country life is well known. 
They owed this taste to the wise [446] irsritutor who coupled 


* Jtemnases. 

** Tatimes. 
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freedom with rural and military labors, and so to speak relegated 
arts, crafts, intrigue, fortune and slavery to the city. 

[9] Thus, since all of Rome’s illustrious men lived in the country 
and cultivated the land, it became customary to look only there for 
the mainstays of the Republic. As it was the state of the worthiest 
Patricians, it was held in honor by everyone: the Villagers’ simple 
and hardworking life was preferred to the idle and loose life of the 
Roman Bourgeois, and someone who would have been nothing but 
a miserable proletarian in the city became a respected Citizen as 
a farmer in the country. Not without reason, said Varro, did our 
magnanimous ancestors establish in the Village the nursery of those 
robust and valiant men who defended them in time of war and fed 
them in rime of peace, Pliny states positively that the rural Tribes 
were honored because of the men who composed them; whereas 
cowards whom they wanted to degrade were transferred to the 
urban Tribes as a disgrace. When the Sabine Appius Claudius came 
to settle in Rome, he was loaded with honors and enrolled in a rural 
Tribe which afterwards assumed his family name. Finally, freedmen 
all entered the urban, never the rural Tribes; and during the whole 
of rhe Republic there is not a single instance of any one of these 
freedmen acceding to any magistracy, even though he had become 
a Citizen. 

[10] This maxim was excellent; but it was pushed so far that 
it finally resulted in a change and certainly an abuse in the 
administration. 

[11] First, the Censors, after having long arrogated to them¬ 
selves the right arbitrarily to transfer citizens from one Tribe to 
another, permitted most of than to enroll in whichever one they 
pleased; a permission which was certainly not good for anything, 
and which deprived the censorship of one of its mainsprings. In 
addition, since the Great and the powerful all had themselves 
enrolled in rural Tribes, and the freedmen who had become 
Citizens remained in the urban Tribes along with the populace, 
the Tribes generally no longer had a district or territory; but all 
found themselves so intermingled that it became impossible to 
identify the members of any one of them without consulting the 
registers, so that the idea of the word Tribe thus shifted from 
the residential to the personal, or rather it became almost a 
chimera. 
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[447] (iz] In addition it happened that the urban Tribes, being 
more ready to hand, often found themselves the strongest in the 
comitia, and sold the Stare to those who deigned to buy the votes 
of the rabble who composed them. 

[13] As for the Curiae, since the institutor had made ten of them 
in each Tribe, all of the Roman people which was enclosed within 
the city walls at the time was composed of thirty Curiae, each with 
its own Temples, its Gods, its officers, its priests, and its festivals 
called compitalia , which were similar to the Paganalta later held by 
the rural Tribes. 

[14] At the time of Servius’s new apportionment, since this 
number of thirty could not be evenly distributed among his four 
Tribes and he did not want to change it, the Curiae independent 
of the Tribes became another division of the inhabitants of Rome: 
But neither among (he rural Tribes nor among the people who 
composed them was there any question of Curiae, because the 
Tribes having become purely civil establishments, and a different 
administration having been introduced to raise troops, Romulus’s 
military divisions proved superfluous. Thus, although every Citizen 
was enrolled in a Tribe, far from everyone was enrolled in a Curia. 

[15] Servius made yet a third division which bore no relation to 
the first two, and which by its effects became the most important 
of all. He distributed the whole Roman people into six classes, 
which he distinguished neither by district nor by persons, but by 
goods: So that the first classes were filled with the rich, the last 
with the poor, and the middle oraes with those who enjoyed a mod¬ 
erate fortune. These six classes were subdivided into 193 other 
bodies called centuries, and these bodies were so distributed that 
the first Class alone contained more than half of them, and the last 
formed but a single one. Thus it came about that the Class with 
the smallest number of men had the largest number of centuries, 
and that the entire last class counted as only one subdivision 
although it alone contained more than half the inhabitants of Rome. 

[16] In order that the people might less readily discern the conse¬ 
quences of this last form, Servius pretended to give it a military 
cast: he added two centuries of armor makers to the second class, 
and two of weapons makers to [448] the fourth: In each Class, 
except the last, he distinguished the young from the old, that is to 
say those who were obliged to bear arms from those whose age by 
law exempted them from bearing them; a distinction which more 
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than the distinction by wealth made it necessary frequently to fate 
a new census or count: Finally he wanted the assembly held in the 
Campus Martius, and everyone of military age to attend bearing 
their arms. 

[17] The reason why he did not adopt this same division into 
young and old in the last class is that the populace that composed 
it was not accorded the honor of bearing arms for the fatherland; 
one had to have a hearth in order to obtain the right to defend it, 
and there is perhaps nor a single man, among the countless troops 
of beggars who nowadays sparkle in Kings’ armies, who would not 
have been expelled with contempt from a Roman cohort in the days 
when soldiers were the defenders of freedom. 

[18] A further distinction was, however, drawn in the last class 
between the proletarians and those who were called eapite censi. The 
former, not wholly reduced to nothing, at least contributed Gtizens 
to the State, sometimes even soldiers when there was a pressing 
need for them. As for those who had nothing at all and could be 
counted only by head, they were regarded as altogether nil, and 
Marius was the first who deigned to enroll them. 

[19] Without deciding here whether this Third count was in itself 
good or bad, I believe 1 can safely say that it could only be made 
to work because of the first Romans’ simple morals, their disin¬ 
terestedness, their taste for agriculture, their contempt for com¬ 
merce and the ardor for gain. Where is the modem people whose 
devouring greed, unsettled spirit, intrigue, constant comings and 
goings, perpetual revolutions of fortune would let such an establish¬ 
ment last twenty years without overthrowing the whole Stater 1 
Indeed, it has to be stressed that, in Rome, morals and the censor¬ 
ship, stronger than this institution, corrected for its vice, and that 
some rich men found themselves relegated to the class of the poor 
foT having made an excessive display of their riches. 

[20] From all this it is easy to understand why almost neves- more 
than five classes are mentioned, although there really were six. The 
sixth, since it provif^pjded neither soldiers to the army nor votes 
at the Campus Martius* and was of almost no use in the Republic, 
was rarely taken into account. 

• I say at the campus martius because that is where the Comitia assembled by centu¬ 
ries; in the other two forms the people assembled in the forum or elsewhere, and 
then the Capite cam had as much influence and authority as the first citizens 
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[21] Such were the different divisions of the Roman people. Let 
us now see what effects they produced in the assemblies. These 
assemblies legitimately convened were called Comma; they were 
normally held in the Roman forum or in the campus Martius, and 
were distinguished as Curiate, Centuriate, and Tribal comitia, 
according to which one of these three forms was their organizing 
form; the comitia by curiae had been instituted by Romulus, the 
comitia by Centuries by Servius, the comitia by Tribes by the Trib¬ 
unes of the people. No law was sanctioned, no magistrate elected 
except in the Comitia, and since there was not a single Citizen who 
was not enrolled in a Curia, a Century, or a Tribe, it follows that 
no Citizen was excluded from the right to vote, and that the Roman 
People was genuinely Sovereign both by right and in fact. 

[2?] For the Comitia to be legitimately assembled and for their 
transactions to have the force of law, three conditions had to be 
satisfied: first, that the body or the magistrate convening it was 
vested with the requisite authority to do so; second, that the 
assembly be held on one of the days permitted by law; third, that 
the auguries were favorable, 

[23] The reason for the first regulation requires no explanation; 
the second is a matter of administration; thus Comitia were not 
allowed to be held on feast- or market-days, when country-folk 
coming to Rome on business had not the time to spend the day in 
the public square. With the third the Senate held in check a proud 
and restless people and, when necessary, tempered the ardor of 
seditious Tribunes; but they found more than one way to rid them¬ 
selves of this constraint. 

[24] The Laws and the election of the chiefs were not the only 
matters submitted to the judgment of the Comitia: The Roman 
people having usurped the most important functions of [450} 
Government, the fate of Europe may be said to have been deter¬ 
mined in its assemblies. This variety of objects gave rise to the 
various forms which these assemblies assumed according to the mat¬ 
ters they had to decide. 

[25J In order to judge these various forms one need only compare 
them. Romulus's purpose in instituting the Curiae was to restrain 
the Senate by the people and the People by the Senate while himself 
dominating both equally. Hence, by means of this form he gave the 
people the full authority of numbers to balance the authority of 
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power and wealth which he left to the Patricians. But in keeping 
with the spirit of Monarchy he nevertheless gave the Patricians a 
greater advantage through their Clients’ influence on the majority 
of votes. This admirable institution of Patrons and Clients was a 
masterpiece of politics and humanity, without which the Patriciate, 
so contrary to the spirit of the Republic, could not have survived. 
Rome alone had the honor of setting the world this fine example 
which never led to any abuse, and yet has never been followed. 

[26] Since this same form of Curiae continued under the Kings 
until the time of Servius, and since the reign of the last Tarquin was 
not held to be legitimate, the royal laws were generally identified by 
the name of leges cunatae. 

[27] Under the Republic the Curiae, still limited to the four 
urban Tribes and no longer containing anyone but the Roman 
populace, could suit neither the Senate which was at the head of 
the Patricians, nor the Tribunes who, although plebeians, were at 
the head of the well-to-do Citizens. They therefore fell into dis¬ 
credit, and their degradation was such that their thirty Lictors 
assembled did what the [full] comitia by Curiae should have 
done. 

[28] The division by Centuries favored Aristocracy to such an 
extent that one is at first left to wonder why the Senate did not 
always prevail in the Comitia which bore that name and which 
elected the Consuls, Censors, and other curule Magistrates. Indeed, 
since of the hundred and ninety-three centuries which formed the 
six Classes of the entire Roman People, the first Class comprised 
ninety-eight, and votes were only counted by Centuries, this first 
Class by itself alone prevailed over all the others by the number of 
its votes. When all of its Centuries were in agreement, they did not 
even go on [451] collecting ballots; what the smallest number had 
derided passed for a decision of the multitude; and in the Comitia 
by Centuries affairs can be said to have been settled more often by 
majorities of cash than of votes. 

[29] But this extreme authority was tempered in two ways: First, 
the Tribunes ordinarily, and a large number of the Plebeians always, 
were in the class of the rich and thus balanced the influence of the 
Patricians in this first class. 

[30] The second way was this, that instead of having the Centu¬ 
ries start voting in order, which would have led to always beginning 
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with the first, ^ Century was chosen by lot, and that one* alone 
proceeded to hold an election; after which all the Centuries having 
been summoned for another day in the order of their rank repeated 
the same election and usually confirmed it. In this way the authority 
of example was withdrawn from rank and given to lot in conformity 
with the principle of democracy. 

[31] This practice had another advantage as well; namely that the 
Gtizens from the countryside had time between the two elections 
to inform themselves of the merit of the candidate provisionally 
nominated, so that they might vote only once they could do so 
knowledgeably. But on the pretext of accelerating the vote they 
succeeded in abolishing this practice, and both elections were held 
on the Same day. 

[32] The Comitia by Tribes were properly the Council of the 
Roman people. They could only be convened by the Tribunes; they 
elected the Tribunes and passed their plebiscites. Not only had the 
Senate no standing in them, it had not even the right to attend 
them, and the Senators, forced to obey laws on which they could 
not vote, were in this respect less free than the last of Citizens. 
This injustice was altogether ill conceived, and it alone was enough 
to invalidate the decrees of a body to which not all of its members 
were admitted. Even if all the Patricians had attended these Comitia 
as, in their capacity as Gtizens they had the right to do, they would 
have been counted as simple particulars, and would therefore have 
had scarcely any impact on a form of [452] voting which consists 
in counting heads and in which the least proletarian counts for as 
much as does the Prince of the Senate. 

[33] It is therefore evident that these various divisions [of the 
population] were not simply forms indifferent in themselves, but 
that in addition to determining the order in which the votes cast 
by such a large People were counted, each one of them had effects 
relative to the opinions that led to its being preferred. 

[34] Without going into fuller detail about this, it follows from 
the preceding clarifications that the Comitia by Tribes were the 
most favorable to popular Government, and the Comitia by Centu- 

* The century thus drawn by lot was called pramgatna because it was the first to 
be asked to vote, and this is where the word prerogative comes from. 
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ries to Aristocracy. As regards the Comitia by Curiae where the 
Roman populace alone formed the majority, since all they were good 
for was to favqr tyranny and evil designs, they inevitably fell into 
discredit, and seditious parties themselves abstained from using a 
means which exposed their projects too openly, Certain it is that 
the whole majesty of the Roman People resided only in the Comitia 
by Centuries, which alone were complete; for the Comitia by Curiae 
lacked the rural Tribes, and the Comitia by Tribes lacked the 
Senate and the Patricians. 

[35] As for the manner of collecting the votes, among the first 
Romans it was as simple as their morals, although still less simple 
than in Sparta. Everyone called out his vote, a Clerk recorded them 
in writing, one by one; in each Tribe a majority of votes determined 
the vote of that Tribe, a majority of votes by the Tribes determined 
the vote of the People, and the same was done in the Curiae and 
the Centuries. It was a good practice as long as honesty reiped 
among the Citizens and each was ashamed to cast his vote publicly 
for an unjust opinion or an unworthy candidate; but when the 
people pew corrupt and votes were bought, it apeed to secret bal¬ 
loting so that buyers might be restrained by mistrust, and scoun¬ 
drels given a way not to be traitors. 

[36] I know that Cicero condemns this change and holds it partly 
responsible for the ruin of the Republic. But although I am sensible 
of the weight Cicero’s authority should carry in this, I cannot share 
his opinion. I think, on the contrary, that the loss of the State was 
hastened because not enough such changes were made. Just as the 
regimen of healthy people is not suited to the sick, one must not 
try to go[^5j]vern a corrupt people by the same Laws as those that 
suit a good people. Nothing proves these maxims better than the 
long life of the Republic of Venice, which still retains a simulacrum 
of existence, solely because its laws are suited only to wicked men 

[37] Hence tablets were distributed to the Citizens allowing 
everyone to vote without anyone else's knowing his opinion. New 
procedures were also established for collecting these tablets, tallying 
votes, comparing numbers, etc. None of this prevented the intepity 
of the officers in charge of these functions* from frequently coming 

* Custodes, Diribitores, Rogatores sufFragiorum. 
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under suspicion. In the end, to prevent intrigue and the buying and 
selling of votes, Edicts were issued, the large number of which 
proves their uselessness. 

[38] Toward the final times [of the Republic], they were often 
compelled to resort to extraordinary expedients in order to make 
up for the inadequacy of the laws. Sometimes prodigies were 
alleged; but this means, which could impose on the people, could 
not impose on those who governed it; sometimes an assembly was 
convened all of a sudden before the candidates had time to engage 
in their intrigues; sometimes, when the people was found to have 
been won over and ready to make a bad choice, an entire session 
was taken up with talk: but finally ambition eluded everything; and 
what is incredible is that thanks to its ancient regulations this 
immense people, in the midst of so many abuses, did not cease 
to elect Magistrates, pass laws, try cases, dispatch private and 
public business almost as readily as the Senate itself might have 
done. 


Chapter Five 
Of the Tribunate 

[t] When it is not possible to establish an exact proportion between 
the constitutive parts of the State, or when indestructible forces 
consistently upset the relations between them, then a particular 
magistracy is instituted which is not [454] incorporated with the 
others, which restores each term to its true relation, and which 
provides a tie or middle term either between the Prince and the 
People, or between the Prince and the Sovereign, or between both 
sides at once if that is necessary. 

[2] This body, which I shall call Tribunate , is the preserver of 
the laws and of the legislative power It serves sometimes to protect 
the Sovereign against the Government, as the Tribunes of the 
people did in Rome, sometimes to uphold the Government against 
the People, as the Council of Ten now does in Venice, and some- 
times to maintain the balance between the two, as the Ephors did 
in Sparta. 

[3] The Tribunate is not a constitutive part of the City, and it 
ought to have no share of either the legislative or the executive 
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power, but precisely because of this its own power is all the greater: 
for while it can do nothing, it can prevent everything. It is more 
sacred and revered as the defender of the Laws than is the Prince 
which executes them and than the Sovereign which promulgates 
them. This was seen very clearly in Rome when those proud 
Patricians, who always despised the entire people, were forced to 
yield before a plain officer of the people wielding neither patronage 
nor jurisdiction. 

[4] A wisely tempered Tribunate is the firmest bulwark of a good 
constitution; but if it has even a little too much force it overthrows 
everything: As for being weak, that is not in its nature, and if it is 
anything at ail, it is never less than it has to be. 

[5] It degenerates into tyranny when it usurps the executive 
power of which it is but the moderator, and tries to administer the 
laws which it ought only to protect. The enormous power of the 
Ephors which was without danger so long as Sparta preserved its 
morals hastened its corruption once corruption had set in. The 
blood of Agis murdered by these tyrants was avenged by his suc¬ 
cessor: both the crime and the punishment of the Ephors hastened 
the fall of the Republic, and after Cieomenes Sparta ceased to be 
anything. Rome again perished in the same way, and in the end the 
excessive power the Tribunes had gradually usurped served, with 
the help of laws that had been made for the sake of freedom, as a 
safeguard to the Emperors who destroyed freedom. As for the 
Council of Ten in Venice; it is a Tribunal of blood, equally abhor¬ 
rent to the Patricians and to the People and which, far from loftily 
protecting the laws, no longer serves any other purpose [455] now 
that the laws have been debased, than under cover of darkness to 
strike blows one dare not notice. 

[6] The Tribunate, like the Government, is weakened by the 
multiplication of its members. When the Tribunes of the Roman 
people, at first two, then five in number, wanted to double this 
number, the Senate let them do so, confident that it could check 
some by means of the others; which is just what did happen. 

[7] The best means to prevent usurpations by so formidable a 
body, a means that has so far not occurred to any Government, 
would be not to make this body permanent, but to stipulate intervals 
during which it would be suspended. These intervals, which should 
not be tong enough to allow abuses sufficient time to consolidate. 
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can be fixed by law, so that if need be they could easily be shortened 
by extraordinary commissions. 

[8] This means seems to me free of inconveniences because the 
Tribunate, since, as I have said, it is not part of the constitution, 
can be removed without harming it; and it seems to me efficacious 
because a newly installed magistrate starts out not with the power 
his predecessors had but with the power which the law grants him. 


Chapter Six 
Of the Dictatorship 

[i] The inflexibility of the laws, which keeps them from bending 
to events, can in some cases render them pernicious, and through 
them cause the ruin ofa State in crisis. The orderliness and deliber¬ 
ateness of formalities requires a space of time which circumstances 
sometimes deny one. A thousand cases can arise for which the Law¬ 
giver did not provide, and it is a very necessary foresight to sense 
that one cannot foresee everything. 

[2] One should therefore not try to consolidate political insti¬ 
tutions to the point of depriving oneself of the power to suspend 
their effect. Even Sparta let its laws lie dormant. 

[3] But only the greatest dangers can [#6] counterbalance the 
danger of disturbing the public order, and one should never sus¬ 
pend the sacred power of the laws except when the salvation of the 
fatherland is at stake. In these rare and manifest cases a special act 
provides for the public safety, which entrusts it to the worthiest 
person. This commission can be given in either of two ways accord¬ 
ing to the kind of danger. 

[4] If in order to counteract it, it suffices to increase the activity 
of the government, then it gets concentrated in one or two of its 
members; this way it is not the authority of the laws that is dis¬ 
turbed, but only the form of their administration. If however the 
peril is such that the laws as an instrumentality are an obstacle to 
guarding against it, then a supreme chief is named who silences all 
the laws and provisionally suspends the Sovereign authority; in such 
a case the general will is not in doubt, it is obvious that the people’s 
foremost intention is that the State not perish. This way the suspen¬ 
sion of the legislative authority does not abolish it; the magistrate 
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who silences it cannot make it speak, he dominates it without being 
able to represent it; he can do everything, except make laws. 

[5] The first means was used by the Roman Senate when it 
charged the Consuls by means of a consecrated formula with pro¬ 
viding for the salvation of the Republic; the second took place when 
one of the two Consuls appointed a Dictator;* a practice for which 
Alba had set the precedent in Rome. 

[6] In the beginnings of the Republic they frequently had 
recourse to the Dictatorship, because the State was not yet suffi¬ 
ciently firmly setded to sustain itself by the force of its constitution. 
Since at that time morals made superfluous a good many pre¬ 
cautions which would have been necessary at other times, there was 
no fear that a Dictator would abuse his authority or that he would 
attempt to keep it beyond his term. It seemed, on the contrary, that 
so great a power was a burden to the one in whom it was vested, 
such was his haste to he rid of it; as if taking the place of the laws 
had been too painful and too perilous a station! 

[7] That is why it is not the danger that it might be abused but 
the danger that it might be debased which prompts me to object 
to the indiscriminate use of this [457] supreme magistracy in the 
earliest times. For while it was being lavished on Elections. Dedi¬ 
cations, pure formalities, there was reason to fear that it would 
prove less formidable in times of need, and that people would come 
to regard as vain a title used only in vain ceremonies. 

[8] Towards the end of the Republic, the Romans, having grown 
more circumspect, were sparing in their use of the Dictatorship 
with as little reason as they had formerly been lavish in their use 
of it. It was easy to see that their fear was ill-founded, that by 
then the weakness of the capital guaranteed its safety against the 
magistrates in its midst, that a Dictator could in some cases defend 
the public freedom without ever being in a position to threaten it, 
and that Rome's chains would be forged not in Rome itself, but in 
its armies: the feeble resistance which Marius offered Sulla and 
Pompey offered Caesar showed clearly enough what could be 
expected from internal authority opposing external force. 

[9] This error caused them to commit great mistakes. As, for 
example, was their failure to appoint a Dictator in the Catiline 
* This appointment was made at night and in secret, as if they had been ashamed 

of placing a man above the laws. 
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affair; for since all that was at issue was internal to the city, and at 
the very most, to some province in Italy, a Dictator, with the 
unlimited authority the laws gave him, would easily have crushed 
the conspiracy, which was only smothered by a concatenation of 
happy contingencies on which human prudence should never have 
counted. 

[10] Instead, the Senate contented itself with transferring all of 
its power to the Consuls; which is how it happened that Cicero, in 
order to act effectively, was constrained to exceed this power on a 
crucial point, and that, while the first transports of joy led to his 
conduct being approved, he was later justly called to account for 
the blood of Citizens shed in violation of the laws; a charge that 
could not have been levelled at a Dictator. But the Consul’s elo¬ 
quence swept all before him; and since he himself, though a Roman, 
loved his glory more than his fatherland, he sought not so much 
the most legitimate and certain way to save the State as the way to 
get all the honor in this affair.* He was therefore [458] justly hon¬ 
ored as the liberator of Rome, and justly punished as a transgressor 
of the laws. However brilliant his recall, it is certain that it was a 
pardon. 

[11] In any case, whatever may be the manner in which this 
important commission is conferred, it is important that its duration 
be fixed to a very brief term which can never be extended; in the 
crises that lead to its being established the State is soon destroyed 
or saved, and, the pressing need once passed, the Dictatorship 
becomes tyrannical or vain. Since in Rome Dictators were Dictators 
for only six months, most of them abdicated before this term. If 
the term had been longer, they might perhaps have been tempted 
to extend it still further, as did the Decemvirs their one-year term. 
The Dictator had only time enough to attend to the need that had 
got him elected, he had no time to dream of other projects. 


This is what he could ttct be confident of if he had suggested a Dictator, since 
he did not dare to appoint himself and he could not he sure that his colleague 
would appoint him. 


140 



Book tv, Chapter 7 


Chapter Seven 
Of Censorship 

[1] Just as the general will is declared by law, the public judgment 
is declared by the censorship; public opinion is the kind of law of 
which the Censor is the Minister, and which, on the model of the 
Prince, he does no more than apply to particular cases. 

[2] So that, far from being the arbiter of the people's opinion, 
the censorial tribunal does no more than declare it, and as soon as 
it departs from it, its decisions are vain and without effect. 

[3] It is useless to draw 1 distinction between a nation’s morals 
and the objects of its esteem; for ail this follows from the same 
principle and necessarily converges. Among all peoples of the world, 
not nature but opinion determines the choice of their pleasures. 
Reform men’s opinions and their morals will be purified of them¬ 
selves. One always loves what is fine or what one finds to be so, 
but it is in this judgment that one is mistaken; hence it is this 
judgment that has to be regulated. Whoever judges morals judges 
honor, and whoever judges honor takes opinion as his law. 

[ 459 ] [4] A people's opinions arise from its constitution; although 
law does not regulate morals, legislation does give rise to them; 
when legislation weakens, morals degenerate; but by then the Cen¬ 
sor’s judgment will fail to do what the force of the laws will have 
failed to do. 

[5] It follows that the Censorship can be useful in preserving 
morals, never in restoring them. Establish Censors while the Laws 
are in their vigor; once they have lost it, all is hopeless; nothing 
legitimate any longer has force when the laws no longer have any. 

[6] The Censorship maintains morals by preventing opinions 
from becoming corrupt, by preserving their uprightness through 
wise applications, sometimes even by fixing them when they are 
still indeterminate. The use of seconds in duels, which was carried 
to extravagant extremes in the Kingdom of France, was abolished 
in it by the following few words in an Edict of the King; as for 
those mho are so cowardly as to name Seconds. This judgment, by 
anticipating that of the public, straightway determined it. But when 
the same Edicts sought to proclaim that it was also an act of coward¬ 
ice to fight a duel, which is very true, but contrary to common 
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opinion, the public scorned this decision about which it already had 
a settled judgment. 

[7] I have said elsewhere* that since public opinion is not subject 
to constraint there should be no vestige of constraint in the tribunal 
established to represent it. One cannot too much admire the skill 
with which this spring, which has been entirely lost among the 
modems, was brought into play among the Romans and still better 
among the Lacedaemonians. 

[8] A man of bad morals having offered a good suggestion in the 
council of Sparta, the Ephors, without taking any notice of him, 
had the same suggestion brought forward by a good Citizen. What 
an honor for the one, what a disgrace for the other, without either of 
them having been praised or blamed! Some drunkards from Samos* 
defiled the Tribunal of the Ephors: the next day the Samians were 
permitted by public Edict to be filthy. A true punishment would 
have been less severe than such impunity. When Sparta has pro¬ 
nounced on what is and what is not honest, Greece does not appeal 
its judgments. 


[46 0] 

Chapter Eight 
Of Civil Religion 

[1] Men at first had no other Kings than the Gods, nor any other 
Government than the Theocratic one. They reasoned as had Calig¬ 
ula, and at the time they reasoned correctly. It takes a long degra¬ 
dation of sentiments and ideas before one can bring oneself to accept 
a being like oneself as master, and flatter oneself [into believing] 
that one wilt be well off as a result. 

[2] From this alone, that God was placed at the head of every 
political society, it followed that there were as many Gods as there 
were peoples. Two peoples alien to one another and almost always 
enemies could not long recognize the same master: Two armies 
engaged in battle with one another could not obey the same chief. 

* In this chapter I merely indicate what I have treated at greater length in the Letter 
to M. d’Alembert. 

* They cane from another Island which the delicacy of our language does not permit 
to be named in this contest. (178a edit.] 
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Thus from national divisions resulted polytheism, and from it theo¬ 
logical and civil intolerance which is naturally the same, as will be 
stated below. 

[3] The Greeks’ fancy of rediscovering their Gods among bar¬ 
barian peoples came from their fancy of also regarding themselves 
as these peoples’ natural Sovereigns. But in our day erudition 
revolving around the identity of various nations’ Gods is quite 
ridiculous; as if Moloch, Saturn, and Chronos could be the same 
God; as if the Baal of the Phoenicians, the Zeus of the Greeks and 
the Jupiter of the Romans could be the same; as if chimerical Beings 
bearing different names could have anything in common! 

[4] It may be asked why under paganism, where every State had 
its cult and its Gods, there were no wars of Religion? I answer that 
it was precisely because every State, since it had its own cult as 
well as its Government, drew no distinction between its Gods and 
its laws. Political war was also Theological: the departments of the 
Gods were, so to speak, fixed by the boundaries of Nations. The 
God of one people had no right over the other peoples. The Gods 
of the Pagans {461} were not jealous Gods; they divided the empire 
of the world among themselves: even Moses and the Hebrew People 
sometimes countenanced this idea in speaking of the God of Israel. 
They did, it is true, regard as naught the Gods of the Canaanites, 
proscribed peoples, doomed to destruction, and whose stronghold 
they were to occupy. But note how they spoke about the divinities 
of the peoples they were forbidden to attack! The possession of what 
belongs to Chatnos your God, Jephthah said to the Ammonites, u it 
not legitimately your due ? By the same title 0>e possess the lands our 
victorious God has acquired* That, it seems to me, indicates a well- 
recognized parity between the rights of Chatnos and those of the 
God of Israel. 

[5] But when the Jews, subject to the Kings of Babylon and sub¬ 
sequently to the Kings of Syria, obstinately sought to recognize no 
ocher God than their own, this refusal, regarded as a rebellion 


Nonne ea fuae pocsidei Chamos ieus tuns tilnjure dtkmlurl This is the text of the 
Vulgate. Fr. de Carrieres has translated it: Do you not Mievt you kove the right 
to potuss 1 vhtu belongs to Chomos your Go J} I do nol know the forte of the Hebrew 
cert; but I see that in the Vulgate Jephthah positively recognizes the right of the 
God Chamos, and that the French translator weakens this recognition with his 
according to you which is not in the Latin. 
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against the victor, brought down upon themselves the persecutions 
we read about in their history, and of which there is no other known 
example prior to Christianity.* 

[ 6 ] Since, then, every Religion was tied exclusively to the laws 
of the State which prescribed it, there was no other way to convert 
a people than to enslave it, nor were there any other missionaries 
than conquerors, and since the obligation to change their cult was 
the law of the vanquished, it was necessary to be victorious before 
talking about such a change. Far from men fighting for the Gods, 
it was, as in Homer, the Gods who fought for men; each asked his 
own for victory, and paid for it with new altars. The Romans, before 
taking a stronghold, called upon its Gods to abandon it, and when 
they let the people of Tarentum keep their irate Gods [462] they 
did so because by then they regarded those Gods as subject to their 
own and forced to pay them homage. They left the vanquished 
their Gods as they left them their laws. A crown dedicated to 
Capitoline Jupiter was often the only tribute they exacted. 

[7] In the end the Romans having extended their cult and their 
Gods along with their empire, and often having themselves adopted 
those of the vanquished by granting them as well as their Gods 
freedom of the City, the peoples of this vast empire insensibly found 
that they had multitudes of Gods and of cults, more or less the 
same everywhere; and this is how paganism eventually became but 
one and the same Religion throughout the known world. 

[8] It was in these circumstances that Jesus came to establish a 
Spiritual Kingdom on earth; which, by separating the theological 
from the political system, led to the State’s ceasing to be one, and 
caused the intestine divisions which have never ceased to convulse 
Christian peoples. Now since this new idea of a Kingdom of the 
other world could never enter the pagans’ head, they always looked 
upon Christians as true rebels who, under [cover of] a hypocritical 
submission, were only looking for the opportunity to become inde¬ 
pendent and the masters, and craftily to usurp the authority which 
they pretended to respect as long as they were weak. This was the 
cause of the persecutions. 


It is perfectly evident that the war against the Phocaeans called the holy war 
was not a war of Religion. Its object was to punish sacrilege not to subjugate 
nonbelievers. 
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[9] What the pagans had feared came to pass; everything then 
changed in appearance, the humble Christians changed their lan¬ 
guage, and before long this supposedly other-worldly kingdom was 
seen to become under a visible chief the most violent despotism in 
this world. 

[10] However, since there has always been a Prince and civil Jaws, 
this dual power has resulted in a perpetual conflict of jurisdiction 
which has made any good polity impossible in Christian States, and 
no one has ever succeeded in settling the question of which of the 
two, the master or the priest, one is obliged to obey. 

[11] Yet several peoples, even in Europe or near it, have tried to 
preserve or to restore the ancient system, but without success; the 
spirit of Christianity has come to pervade everything. Holy worship 
always remained or reverted to being independent of the Sovereign, 
and without necessary tie to the body of the State. Muhammad had 
very sound views, he tied his political system together well, and as 
long as the form of his [. 463 ] Government endured under the 
Caliphs who succeeded him this Government was strictly unitary, 
and in this respect good. But once the Arabs had become prosper¬ 
ous, lettered, polished, soft and cowardly, they were subjugated by 
barbarians; whereupon the division between the two powers began 
anew; although it is less apparent among Muslims than among 
Christians, it is nevertheless there, especially in the sect of Ali, and 
there are States, such as Persia, where it never ceases to make itself 
felt. 

[12] Among us, the Kings of England have established themselves 
as heads of the Church, and the Tsars have done the same; but with 
this tide they have made themselves not so much its masters as its 
Ministers; they have acquired not so much the right to change it as 
the power to preserve it; they are notits lawgivers, they are merely its 
Princes. Wherever the Clergy constitutes a body* it is the master and 
lawgiver in its realm. There are therefore two powers, two Sover¬ 
eigns, in England and in Russia, just as everywhere else. 

* It should especially be noted that it is not so much formal assemblies, like those 
in France, which bind the clergy into a single body, as it is the communion of 
Churches. Communion and excommunication are the clergy’s social pact, 2 pact 
by which it wall always be the master of peoples and Kings. All priests who are 
in communication with one another are fellow-citirens, though they may be from 
opposite ends of the earth. This invention is a masterpiece of politics. There was 
nothing like it among the pagan Priests, which is why they never constituted a 
Clergy as a body. 
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[13] Of all Christian Authors the philosopher Hobbes is the only 
one who clearly saw the evil and the remedy, who dared to propose 
reuniting the two heads of the eagle, and to return everything to 
political unity, without which no State or Government will ever be 
well constituted. But he must have seen that the domineering spirit 
of Christianity was inconsistent with his system, and that the inter¬ 
est of (he Priest would always be stronger than that of the State. 
It is not so much what is horrible and false as what is just and true 
in his politics that has made it odious.* 

[14] I believe that by examining the historical facts from this 
point of view [464] it would be easy to refute the opposing senti¬ 
ments of Bayle and Warburton, one of whom contends that no 
religion is useful to the body politic, and the other of whom main¬ 
tains to the contrary that Christianity is its strongest support. One 
would prove to the first that no State has ever been founded without 
Religion serving as its base, and to the second that the Christian 
law is at bottom more harmful than useful to a strong constitution 
of the State. To make myself fully understood only requires making 
a little more precise the excessively vague ideas about Religion 
which bear on my subject. 

[15] Religion considered in relation to society, which is either 
general or particular, can also be divided into two kinds, namely 
the Religion of man and that of the Gtizen. The first, without 
Temples, without altars, without rites, limited to the purely internal 
cult of the Supreme God and the eternal duties of morality, is the 
pure and simple Religion of the Gospel, true Theism, and what 
may be called divine natural right. The other, inscribed in a single 
country, gives it its Gods, its own titular Patrons: it has its dogmas, 
its rites, its external cult prescribed by laws: it regards everything 
outside the single Nation which adheres to it as infidel, alien, bar¬ 
barous; it extends the rights and duties of man only as far as its 
altars. Such were all the Religions of the first peoples, to which one 
may give the name of divine civil or positive right. 

[16] There is a third, more bizarre sort of Religion which, by 
giving men two legislations, two chiefs, two fatherlands, subjects 

* See, among other things, in a Letter of Grocius to his brother of 11 April 1643, 
what that learned man approves and what he disapproves of in the book Dt civt. 

It is true that, being inclined to be indulgent, he seems to forgive the author the 
good for the sake of the bad; but not everyone is so lenient. 
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them to contradictory duties and prevents their being at once 
devout and Citizens. Such is the Religion of the Lamas, such is 
that of the Japanese, such is Roman Christianity. One may call it 
the religion of the Priest It results in a sort of mixed and unsociable 
right which has no name. 

[17] Considering these three sorts of religion politically, all of 
them have defects. The Third is so manifestly bad that it is a waste 
of time to amuse oneself demonstrating that it is. Everything which 
destroys social unity is worthless: Ali institutions which put man 
in contradiction with himself are worthless. 

[18] The second is good in that it combines divine worship and 
love of the laws, and in mating the fatherland [465] the object of 
the Citizens' worship it teaches them that to serve the State is to 
serve its tutelary God. It is a kind of Theocracy, in which there 
ought to be no other pontiff than the Prince, nor other priests than 
the magistrates. Then to die for one’s country is to be a martyr, to 
break the laws is to be impious, and to subject the guilty to public 
execration is to deliver him to the wrath of the Gods; sacer estod. 

[19] But it is bad in that being founded on error and lies it 
deceives men, makes them credulous, superstitious, and drowns the 
true cult of the divinity in a vain ceremonial. It is furthermore 
bad when, becoming exclusive and tyrannical, it makes a people 
bloodthirsty and intolerant; so that it breathes only murder and 
massacre, and believes it performs a holy deed in killing whoever 
does not accept its Gods. This places such a people in a natural 
state of war with all others, which is most prejudicial to its own 
security. 

[20] There remains, then, the Religion of man or Christianity, not 
that of today, but that of the Gospel, which is altogether different. 
Through this saindy, sublime, genuine Religion, men, as children 
of the same God, all recognize one another as brothers, and the 
society that unites them does not dissolve even at death. 

[21] But this Religion, since it has no particular relation to the 
body politic, leaves the laws with only the force they derive from 
themselves without adding any other force to them, and hence one 
of the great bonds of particular societies remains without effect. 
What is more; far from attaching the Citizens’ hearts to the State, 
it detaches them from it as from all earthly things. I know of 
nothing more contrary to the social spirit. 
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[22] We are told that a people of true Christians would form the 
most perfect society imaginable, I see only one major difficulty with 
this supposition; which is that a society of true Christians would no 
longer be a society of men. 

[23] I even say that, for all its perfection, this assumed society 
would be neither the strongest nor the most lasting: By dint of 
being perfect, it would lack cohesion; its very perfection would be 
its fatal vice. 

[24] Everyone would fulfill his duty; the people would obey the 
laws, the chiefs would be just and moderate, the magistrates [466} 
would be honest and incorruptible, the soldiers would despise 
death, there would be neither vanity nor luxury; all this is very 
well, but let us look further. 

I25] Christianity is a wholly spiritual religion, exclusively con¬ 
cerned with the things of Heaven: the Christian’s fatherland is not 
of this world. He does his duty, it is true, but he does it with 
profound indifference to the success or failure of his efforts. Pro¬ 
vided he has nothing to reproach himself for, it does not much 
matter to him whether all goes well or ill down here on earth. If 
the State prospers, he hardly dares to enjoy the public felicity, he 
fears taking pride in his country’s glory; if the State declines, he 
blesses the hand of God that weighs down on his people. 

[26] For society to be peaceful and harmony preserved, all Citi¬ 
zens without exception would have to be equally good Christians: 
But if unhappily there is a single ambitious man among them, a 
single hypocrite,-a Catiline, for example, a Cromwell, that man will 
most certainly very easily get the better of his pious compatriots. 
Christian charity does not allow one readily to think ill of one’s 
neighbor. Once he has discovered by some cunning the art of 
imposing on them and of seizing a part of the public authority, there 
behold a man vested in dignity; God wills that he be respected; soon 
behold a power; God wills that he be obeyed; does the repository 
of this power abuse it? he is the scourge with which God punishes 
his children. Driving out the usurper would trouble one’s con¬ 
science; it would require disturbing the public repose, resorting to 
violence, shedding blood; all this accords ill with a Christian’s mild¬ 
ness; and after all what does it matter in this vale of tears whether 
one is free or a serf? the essential thing is to get to paradise, and 
resignation is but one more means to that end. 
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[27] Does a foreign war break out? Citizens march to battle with¬ 
out hesitation; not one of them thinks of fleeing; they do their duty, 
but without passion for victory; they know better how to die than 
to win. What matter whether they are victors or vanquished? Does 
not providence know better than they what they need? Imagine how 
a proud, impetuous, passionate enemy can take advantage of this 
stoicism! Pit against them those generous peoples who were con¬ 
sumed by an ardent love of glory and of fatherland, suppose your 
Christian republic [467] confronting Sparta or Rome; the pious Chri¬ 
stians will be beaten, crushed, destroyed before they have time to 
realize what is happening to them, or they will owe their salvation 
solely to the contempt their enemy will conceive for them. In my 
view the oath the soldiers of Fabius took was a fine oath; they did 
not swear to die or to win, they swore to return victorious, and 
they kept their word: Christians would never have taken such an 
oath; they would have believed they were tempting God. 

[28] But I am mistaken in speaking of a Christian Republic; each 
one of these two terms excludes the other. Christianity preaches 
nothing but servitude and dependence. Its spirit is too favorable to 
tyranny for tyranny not always to profit from it. True Christians 
are made to be slaves; they know it and are hardly moved by it; 
this brief life has too little value in their eyes. 

[29] We are told that Christian troops are excellent. I deny it. Let 
me be shown some that are. As for myself, I know of no Christian 
Troops. I will be referred to the Crusades. Without discussing the 
Crusaders’ valor, I will point out that far from being Christians, 
they were soldiers of the priest, they were Citizens of the Church; 
they were fighting for its spiritual country, which it had made tem¬ 
poral, one knows not how. Strictly speaking, this belongs under the 
heading of paganism; since the Gospel does not establish a national 
Religion, a holy war among Christians is impossible. 

[30] Christian soldiers were brave under the pagan Emperors; all 
Christian Authors say so, and I believe it: it was in emulation for 
honor with the pagan Troops. As soon as the Emperors were Chris¬ 
tians this emulation ceased, and once the cross had driven out the 
eagle, all Roman valor ceased. 

[31] But leaving aside political considerations, let us return to 
right, and let us fix the principles on this important point. The 
right which the social pact gives the Sovereign over the subjects 
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does not, as I have said, exceed che bounds of public utility.* Sub¬ 
jects therefore only owe the Sovereign an account [468} of their 
opinions insofar as those opinions matter to the community. Now 
it certainly matters to the State that each Citizen have a Religion 
which makes him love his duties; but the dogmas of this Religion 
are only of concern to the State or to its members insofar as the 
dogmas bear on morality, and on the duties which anyone who 
professes it is bound to fulfill toward others. Beyond this everyone 
may hold whatever opinions he pleases, without its being up to the 
Sovereign to know them; For since the Sovereign has no com¬ 
petence in the other world, whatever the subjects’ fate may be in 
the life to come is none of its business, provided they are good 
citizens in this life. 

[32] There is therefore a purely civil profession of faith the 
articles of which it is up to the Sovereign to fix, not precisely as 
dogmas of Religion but as sentiments of sociability, without which 
it is impossible to be either a good Citizen or a loyal subject.* With¬ 
out being able to oblige anyone to believe them, the Sovereign may 
banish from the State anyone who does nor believe them; it may 
banish him, not as impious but as unsociable, as incapable of sin¬ 
cerely loving the ■laws, justice, and, if need be of sacrificing his life 
to his duty. If anyone, after having publicly acknowledged these 
same dogmas, behaves as if he did not believe them, let him be 
punished with death; he has committed the greatest of crimes, he 
has lied before the laws. 

[33] The dogmas of the civil Religion ought to be simple, few 
in number, stated with precision, without explanations or commen¬ 
tary. The existence of the powerful, intelligent, beneficent, pre¬ 
scient, and provident Divinity, the life to come, the happiness of 

* In the Republic, says M. d’A[rgenson], everyone ts perfectly fru mih respect to what 
does not ham others. That is the invariable boundary; it cannot be drawn more 
accurately. I could not deny myself che pleasure of sometimes quoting this ms. 
although it is not known to the public, that 1 might do [468] honor to the memory 
of an honorable and illustrious man, who even in the [royal] Ministry retained 
the heart of a true citizen, and upright and sane views about the government of 
his country. 

* Caesar pleading for Catiline tried to establish the dogma of the mortality of the 
soul; to refute it, Cato and Cicero did not waste time philosophizing: they con¬ 
tented themselves with showing that Gesar was speaking like a bad Citizen and 
advancing a doctrine pernicious to the State. This, indeed, is what the Roman 
Senate had co pass judgment on, and not on a question of theology. 
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ihe just, the punishment of the wicked, the sanctity of the social 
Contract and the Laws; these are the positive dogmas. As for the 
negative dogmas, [469] I restrict them to a single one; namely intol¬ 
erance: it is a feature of the cult we have rejected. 

[34] Those who distinguish between civil and theological intoler¬ 
ance are mistaken, in my opinion. The two intolerances are insepar¬ 
able. It is impossible to live in peace with people one believes to 
be damned; to love them would be to hate God who punishes them; 
one must absolutely bring them back [to the fold] or torment them. 
Wherever theological intolerance is allowed, it is impossible for it 
not to have some civil effect;* and as soon as it does, the Sovereign 
is no longer Sovereign, even in the temporal sphere: from then on 
Priests are the true masters; Kings are but their officers. 

[35] Now that there no longer is and no longer can be an exclus¬ 
ive national Religion, one must tolerate all those which tolerate the 
others insofar as their dogmas contain nothing contrary to the duties 
of the Citizen. But whoever dares to say, no Salvation outside the 
Ckurch, has to be driven out of the State, unless the State is the 
Church, and the Prince the Pontiff. Such a dogma is good only in 
a Theocratic Government, in any other it is pernicious. The reason 
for which Henry IV is said to have embraced the Roman Religion 
should make any honest man and especially any Prince capable of 
reasoning leave it. 


Marriage, for example, being a civil contract, has civil effects without which it 
would be impossible for society even to subsist. Let us suppose, then, that i Clergy 
succeeded in arrogating to itself alone the right to pass on this act; a right which 
it is bound to usurp in any intolerant Religion. Then is it not clear that by exercis¬ 
ing the authority of the Church in this matter, it will render ineffectual the auth¬ 
ority of the Prince who will have no other subjects left but those the Clergy will 
be willing to give it? As the master of whether to marry or not to marry people 
according to whether they will or will not adhere to this or that doctrine, according 
to whether they will accept or reject this or that formulary, according to whether 
they will be more or less devoted to it, is it not clear that by behaving prudently 
and holding firm, it alone will dispose of inheritances, of offices, of the Citizens, 
of the State itself, which could not subsist once it is composed of nothing but 
bastards? But, it will be said, abuses will be appealed, summonses issued, warrants 
served, temporal holdings seized. What a pity! The Clergy, if it only has, 1 do 
not say courage, but good sense, will not interfere and go its own way; it will 
tranquilly allow appeals, summonses, warrants, seizures, and end up being the 
master. It is not, it seems to me, a great sacrifice to give up a part when one is 
sure to get hold of the whole. 
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Chapter Nine 
Conclusion 

[1] After setting down the true principles of political right and 
trying to found the State on its basis, it would remain to buttress 
the State by its external relations; which would include the right 
of nations, commerce, the right of war and conquests, public right, 
leagues, negotiations, treaties, etc. But all this forms a new object 
too vast for my short sight; I should always have fixed it nearer to 
myself. 
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From of the social contract or 
ESSAY ABOUT THE 
FORM OF THE REPUBLIC 
(Known as the Geneva Manuscript) 

Book i, Chapter Two 

Of the General Society of Mankind 

[1] Let us begin by inquiring whence the need for political insti¬ 
tutions arises. 

[2] Man’s natural force is so well proportioned to his natural 
needs and his primitive state that as soon as his state changes and 
his needs increase ever so slightly [282] he needs his fellows’ assist¬ 
ance, and when eventually his desires embrace the whole of nature, 
the assistance of the whole of mankind barely suffices to satisfy 
them. That is how the same causes that make us wicked also make 
us slaves, and subjugate us by depraving us; the sentiment of our 
weakness comes less from our nature than from our cupidity: our 
needs unite us in proportion as our passions divide us, and the 
more we become our fellows' enemies, the less can we do without 
them. Such are the first bonds of general society; such are the foun¬ 
dations of that universal benevolence the sentiment of which seems 
to get stifled by the recognition that it is necessary, and the fruits 
of which everyone would like to enjoy, without being obliged to 
cultivate it: for as to the identity of nature, its effect in this [respect] 
is nil, because it is as much a subject of quarrel as of union among 
men, and it introduces competition and jealousy among them as 
frequently as it does mutual understanding and agreement. 

[3] From this new order of things arise multitudes of relations 
without [common] measure, without rule, without consistency, 
which men constantly worsen and change, a hundred working to 
destroy them for every one who works to stabilize them; and as a 
man’s relative existence in the state of nature depends on a thousand 
other constantly changing relations, he can never make sure of being 
the same for two instants of his life; peace and happiness are for 
him but a flash; nothing is permanent but the misery that results 
from all these vicissitudes; even if his sentiments and his ideas could 
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rise to the love of order and to the sublime notions of virtue, he 
would find it impossible ever confidently to apply his principles in 
a state of things which would prevent him from discerning good 
or evil, the honest man or the wicked. 

[4] The genera! society which our mutual needs might engender 
thus offers no effective help to man become miserable, or rather it 
provides new forces only to the one who already has too many, 
while the weak, lost, stifled, crushed in the multitude, finds no 
refuge to which he might flee, no support in his weakness, and in 
the end he perishes a victim of this deceptive union from which he 
expected his happiness. 

[283] [5] (Once one is convinced that among the motives which 
lead men to unite with one another by voluntary ties there is 
nothing which relates to the point of union; that far from seeking 
a goal of common felicity from which each one might derive his 
own, one man’s happiness makes for another’s misery; once, finally, 
one sees that instead of all tending towards the general good, they 
come together only because they are all moving away from it; one 
must also sense that although such a state could subsist it would 
only be a source of crimes and of miseries for men each one of 
whom would see only his interest, follow only his inclinations and 
heed only his passions.) 

[6] Thus the gentle voice of nature is no longer an infallible guide 
for us, nor is the independence we received from it any longer a 
desirable state; peace and innocence escaped us forever before we 
tasted their delights; unsensed by the stupid men of the first times, 
having escaped the enlightened men of later times, the happy life 
of the golden age was always a state foreign to the human race, 
either for its having failed to recognize it when it could enjoy it, 
or for its having lost it when it could have recognized it. 

[7] What is more; this perfect independence and this unregulated 
freedom, even if it had remained associated with ancient innocence, 
would always have had one essential vice, and been harmful to the 
progress of our most excellent faculties, namely the lack of that 
connectedness of the parts which constitutes a whole. The earth 
would be covered with men amongst whom there would be almost 
no communication; we would make contact at some points without 
being united by a single one; everyone would remain isolated 
amongst the rest, everyone would think only of himself; our under- 
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standing could not develop; we would live without sensing any¬ 
thing, we would die without having lived; our entire happiness 
would consist in not knowing our misery; there would be neither 
goodness in our hearts, nor morality in our actions, and we would 
never have tasted the most delicious sentiment of the soul, which 
is the love of virtue. 

[8] (Certain it is that the word mankind offers the mind only a 
purely collective idea which does not assume any real unity among the 
individuals who constitute it: If you wish, let us add to it the following 
Assumption; let us conceive of mankind as a moral person [284] 
having both a sentiment of common existence which endows it with 
individuality and constitutes it as one, and a universal motivation 
which makes every part act for the sake of an end related to the whole. 
Let us conceive of this common sentiment as that of humanity, and of 
the natural law as the active principle of the entire machine. Let us 
then attend to what happens to man’s constitution in his relation with 
his fellows, and, altogether to the contrary of what we have assumed, 
we will find that the progress of society stifles humanity in men’s 
hearts by arousing personal interest, and that the notions of natural 
Law, which should rather be called the law of reason, begin to develop 
only once the development of the passions which precedes [that of 
the notions of natural law] renders all of its precepts powerless. 
Which shows that this supposed social treaty dictated by nature is 
a veritable chimera; because its terms come together only because 
they are always either unknown or impracticable, and one must 
necessarily either be ignorant of them or violate them. 

[9] If the general society existed anywhere other than in the sys¬ 
tems of the Philosophers, it would, as I have said, be a moral Being 
with qualities of its own and distinct from those of the particular 
Beings constituting it, more or less as chemical compounds have 
properties which they owe to none of the components that make them 
up; There would be a universal language which nature would teach 
all men, and which would be the first instrument of their mutual 
communication: there would be a sort of common sensorium which 
would make for the concert of all the parts; the public good or evil 
would not only be the sum of particular goods or evils as in a mere 
aggregate, but would reside in the connectedness between them, it 
would be greater than that sum, and the public felicity, far from being 
based on the happiness of individuals, would be its source.) 
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[io] It is false that in the state of independence, reason, perceiv¬ 
ing our self-interest, inclines us to contribute to the common good; 
far from there being an alliance between particular interest and the 
general good, they exclude one another in the natural order of 
things, and social laws are a yoke which everyone is willing to 
impose on others, but not to assume himself. “I feel I bring man¬ 
kind terror and trouble,” says [28$] the independent man whom the 
wise man stifles, “but the alternative is that either I am miserable, or 
I make others miserable, and no one is dearer to me than I myself 
am.” “It is in vain,” he might add, “that I would endeavor to rec¬ 
oncile my own interest with that of others; everything you tell me 
about the advantages of the social law might be fine, if while I 
scrupulously observed it toward the rest, f were sure that they 
would all observe it toward me; but what assurance can you give 
me on this score, and could I be in a worse situation than to find 
myself exposed to all the evils which the stronger might choose to 
visit upon me, without my daring to make up for it at the expense 
of the weak? Either give me guarantees against every unjust under¬ 
taking, or give up hope of my refraining from them in turn. It 
makes no difference that you tell me that by repudiating the duties 
which natural law imposes on me, I simultaneously deprive myself 
of its rights, and that my acts of violence will authorize all (hose 
which others might choose to commit against me. I accept it all the 
more readily as I do not see how my moderation might guarantee 
me against them. Besides it will be up to me to get the strong to 
side with my interests by sharing with them the spoils of the weak; 
that will do more for my advantage and my security than will jus¬ 
tice.” The proof that this is how the enlightened and independent 
man would have reasoned is that this is how every sovereign society 
accountable for its conduct solely to itself reasons. 

[11] What solid answer can be made to such speeches if one does 
not want to bring Religion to the assistance of morality, and have the 
will of God intervene immediately to tie together the society of men. 
But the sublime notions of the God of the wise, the gentle laws of 
brotherhood which he imposes on us, the social virtues of pure souls, 
which are the true cult he wants from us, will always escape the 
multitude. It will always get made for it Gods as senseless as itself, 
to whom it will sacrifice minor conveniences for the sake of indulging 
a thousand horrible and destructive passions in their honor. The 
whole earth would overflow with blood and mankind would soon 
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perish if Philosophy and the laws did not restrain die furies of fanati¬ 
cism, and if the voice of men were not stronger than the Gods'. 

[12] Indeed, if the notions of the great Being and of the natural 
law were innate in all hearts, it was [286] quite a superfluous effort 
explicitly to teach them: It was to teach us what we already knew, 
and the way it was done would have been better suited to make us 
forget it, If they were not innate, then all those to whom God did 
not impart them are exempted from knowing them: Once it 
required special instruction, each People has its own notions which 
are proven to it to be the only good ones, and from which Carnage 
and murder ensure more often than do concord and peace. 

[13] Let us therefore leave aside the sacred precepts of the various 
Religions whose abuse causes as many crimes as their use may pre¬ 
vent, and let us restore to the Philosopher the examination of a 
question which the Theologian has never dealt with except to the 
prejudice of mankind. 

[14] But the first will send me back to mankind itself up to which 
alone it is to decide, because the greatest good of all is its only 
passion. It is, he will tell me, the general will that the individual 
ought to consult in order to ascertain up to what point he ought to 
be man, Citizen, subject, Father, child, and when he should live 
and when die. “I admit that I do, indeed, see that this is the rule 
which I can consult; but I still do not see,” our independent man 
will say, “the reason for subjecting myself to this rule. It is not a 
matter of teaching me what justice is; it is a matter of showing me 
what interest I have in being just." Indeed no one will deny that 
the general will is in each individual a pure act of the understanding 
reasoning in the silence of the passions about what man may 
demand of his fellow man, and about what his fellow man may 
rightfully demand of him: But where is the man who can thus sep¬ 
arate himself from himself and, if care for one’s self-preservation is 
the first precept of nature, can he be forced thus to consider the 
species in general in order to impose on himself duties whose con¬ 
nection with his own constitution he completely fails to see? Do the 
previous objections not continue to apply, and does it not still 
remain to be seen how his personal interest demands that he subor¬ 
dinate himself to the general will? 

[15] Moreover; since the art of thus generalizing one’s ideas is 
one of the most difficult and belated exercises of the human under¬ 
standing, will most men [287] ever be in a position to derive the 
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rules of their conduct from this way of reasoning[;] and if the 
general will had to be consulted regarding a particular act, how 
often will a well-intentioned matt not make a mistake about the rule 
or about its application and follow only his inclination while think¬ 
ing that he is obeying the law? What then will he do to guarantee 
himself against the error? Will he heed the internal voice? But this 
voice, it is said, is only formed by the habit of judging and feeling 
within society and in conformity with its laws, so that it cannot 
serve to establish them[,] and besides there should never have arisen 
in his heart any of those passion? which speak louder than con¬ 
science, overwhelm its timid voice, and lead the philosophers to 
maintain that that voice does not exist. Will he consult the prin¬ 
ciples of written right, the social actions of all peoples, the tacit 
conventions even of the enemies of mankind? The initial difficulty 
keeps recurring, and it is only from the social order established 
among us that we derive the ideas of the one we imagine. We con¬ 
ceive of the general society in terms of our particular societies, the 
establishment of small Republics leads us to think of the large one, 
and we do not properly begin to become men until after having 
been Gtizens. Which shows what one should think about those 
supposed Cosmopolites who, justifying their love of fatherland by 
their love of mankind, boast of loving everyone so that they might 
have the right to love no one. 

[iti] What reasoning proves to us on this score is fully confirmed 
by the facts, and if one but looks back, to very ancient times, one 
easily sees that the healthy ideas of natural right and of the common 
brotherhood [fwemte] of all men spread rather late and made such 
slow progress in the world that it was only Christianity which gen¬ 
eralized them sufficiently. Yet the older [kinds of] violence, not only 
against declared enemies, but against anyone who was not a subject 
of the Empire, are found to be authorized in a number of respects 
even in the Laws of Justinian; so that the humanity of the Romans 
extended no farther than their dominion. 

[17] Indeed, it was long believed, as Grotius notes, that it was 
permissible to rob, plunder, mistreat foreigners and above all bar¬ 
barians, to the point of reducing them to slavery. [288 ] This is why 
strangers used to be asked whether they were Brigands or Pirates, 
without their taking offense; for this trade, far from being ignomini¬ 
ous, was then regarded as honorable. The first Heroes like Hercules 
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and Theseus who waged war on Brigands nonetheless themselves 
practiced brigandage and the Greeks often called the treaties made 
between peoples which were not at war peace treaties. The words 
for foreigners and for enemies were long synonymous among several 
ancient peoples, even among the Latins: For our ancestors, says 
Cicero, called “enemies” what we now should call a “foreigner.*’ 
Hobbes’s error is therefore not to have established the state of war 
among men who are independent and have become sociable but to 
have assumed this state to be natural to the species, and to have 
given it as the cause of the vices of which it is the effect. 

[18] But although there is no natural and general society among 
men, although they become unhappy and wicked on becoming soci¬ 
able, although the laws of justice and of equality' are as naught to 
those who live at the same time in the freedom of the state of nature 
and subject to the needs of the social state; far from thinking that 
there is neither virtue nor happiness for us, and that heaven has 
abandoned us without resource to the corruption of the species; let 
us endeavor to derive from the evil itself the remedy which will 
cure it. By means of new associations, let us correct, if possible, the 
lack of a general association. Let our violent interlocutor himself be 
the judge of our success. Let us show him in perfected art the 
redress of the evils which beginning art caused to nature: Let us 
show him all the misery of the state which he believed happy, all 
that is false in the reasoning which he believed solid. Let him 
behold in a better constitution of things the worth of good deeds, 
the punishment of bad ones, the endearing harmony of justice and 
happiness. Let us enlighten his reason with new knowledge, lire his 
heart with new sentiments, and let him learn to increase his being 
and his felicity by sharing them with his fellows. If my zeal does 
not blind me in this enterprise, let us not doubt that if he has 
fortitude of soul and upright sense, this enemy of mankind will in 
the end abjure his hatred along with his errors, that the reason 
which led him astray will bring him bade to humanity, that he will 
learn to prefer to his apparent interest his [289] interest rightly 
understood; that he will become good, virtuous, sensitive, and in 
sum, finally, instead of the ferocious brigand he wanted to be, the 
most solid bulwark of a well-ordered society. 
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Book ii, Chapter Four 

Of the Nature of the Laws, and of the 
Principle of Civil Justice 

[12) The greatest advantage that results from this notion [of the 
law] is to show us clearly the true foundations of justice and of 
natural right. Indeed the first law, the only genuine fundamental 
law that flows immediately from the social pact, is that each man 
in all things prefer the greatest good of all. 

[13] Now, the specification, by various particular laws, of the 
actions that contribute to this greatest good, constitutes right nar¬ 
rowly so called or positive right. Everything that is seen to contrib¬ 
ute to this greatest good, but the laws did not specify, constitutes 
acts of civility,* of beneficence, and the habit that inclines us to 
perform these [329] acts even to our prejudice is what is called force 
or virtue. 

[14] Extend this maxim to the general society of which the State 
gives us the idea, protected by the society of which we are members, 
or by that in which we live, the natural revulsion to do evil no 
longer being offset by the fear of having evil done to us, we are 
inclined at once by nature, by habit, by reason, to deal with other 
men more or less as [we do] with our fellow-citizens, and this dispo¬ 
sition reduced to actions gives rise to the rules of reasoned natural 
right, different from natural right properly so called, which is 
founded on nothing but a true but very vague sentiment often 
stifled by the love of ourselves. 

[15] This is how the first distinct notions of the just and the 
unjust are formed in us; for the law precedes justice, not justice 
the Law; and if the law cannot be unjust, it is not because it has 
justice as its basis, which might not always be true; but because it 
is against nature to want to injure oneself; which is [true] without 
exception. 

[16] It is a beautiful and sublime precept to do unto others as 
we would wish to be done unto; but is it not evident, that far from 

* 1 need not warn, I believe, that this word should not here be taken in its French 
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serving as the foundation of justice, it is itself in need of foundation; 
for what is the clear and solid reason for my behaving, being myself, 
according to the will I would have if 1 were someone else? It is also 
clear that this preCfept is subject to a thousand exceptions which 
have never been given any but sophistical explanations. Would not 
a judge who condemns a criminal wish to be absolved if he himself 
were a criminal? where is the man who would not wish never to 
have anything refused him? does it follow that we must grant every¬ 
thing that is asked of us? This other axiom, caique suum [to each 
his own] which serves as the basis of the whole right of property, 
what is it founded on, but on the right of property itself? And if I 
do not say with Hobbes, everything is mine, why should 1 not at 
least recognize as mine in the state of nature everything that is 
useful to me and that I can seize? 

[17] It is therefore in the fundamental and universal Law of the 
greatest good of all and not in the particular relations of man to 
man that one has to look for the true principles of the just and the 
unjust, and there is not a single [jjo] particular rule of justice which 
cannot easily be deduced from this first law. Thus cuique suum [to 
each his own] because private property and civil freedom are the 
foundations of the community; Thus love thy neighbor as thyself, 
because the particular self spread over the whole is the strongest 
bond of the general society, and the State has the highest degree 
of force and of life it can have when all of our particular passions 
come together in it. In a word, there are a thousand cases where it 
is an Act of justice to hurt one’s neighbor, whereas every just Action 
necessarily has as its rule the greatest common utility; this is with¬ 
out exception. 
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The State of War 

[1] I open the books on right and on ethics, I listen to the scholars 
and jurisconsults and, moved by their ingratiating discourses [609], 
I deplore the miseries of nature, 1 admire the peace and justice 
established by the civil order, I bless the wisdom of public insti¬ 
tutions, and console myself for being a man by seeing that I am a 
citizen. Fully instructed about my duties and happiness, I close the 
book, leave the class-room, and look around me; I see unfortunate 
peoples groaning under an iron yoke, mankind crushed by a handful 
of oppressors, starving masses overwhelmed by pain and hunger, 
whose blood and tears the rich drink in peace, and everywhere the 
strong armed against the weak with the frightful power of the laws. 

[2] All this happens peacefully and without resistance; it is the 
tranquility of the companions of Ulysses shut up in the Cyclops’ 
cave until they get devoured. All one can do is to groan and not say 
anything. Let us draw an eternal veil over these objects of horror. I 
raise my eyes and look afar. I see fires and flames, countrysides 
deserted, towns sacked. Fierce men, where are you dragging these 
wretches? I hear a frightful noise; what confusion! what cries! 1 
draw near; I see a scene of murders, ten thousand men slaughtered, 
the dead piled up in heaps, the dying trampled underfoot by horses, 
everywhere the image of death and dying. So this is the fruit of 
these peaceful institutions! Pity, indignation swell up in the depths 
of my heart. Ah barbarous philosopher! read us your book on a 
battlefield! 

[3] What human bowels would not be moved by these sad 
objects? but being human and pleading the cause of humanity is no 
longer permitted. Justice and trust have co be bent to the interest 
of the most powerful: such is the rule. The People grants neither 
pensions, nor positions, nor [University] chairs, nor memberships 
in Academies; why should it be protected? Magnanimous princes, 

1 speak in the name of the literary establishment; oppress the people 
with a clear conscience; we expect everything from you alone; the 
people is no good to us. 

[4] How can so weak a voice make itself heard above such a 
self-serving din? Alas! I may not say anything; but could not my 
heart’s voice break through this sad silence? No; without entering 
into repulsive details which would be mistaken for a satire just 
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because they are true, I shall coniine myself, as I always have done, 
[6/cJ to examining human institutions in terms of their principles, 
to correcting, if possible, the false ideas about them which self- 
interested authors give us; and at least to seeing to it that injustice 
and violence not shamelessly assume the name of right and equity. 

[5] When I consider the situation of mankind, the first thing I 
notice is a manifest contradiction in its constitution, which makes 
it forever unstable. Man to man we live in the civil state and subject 
to laws; people to people, each enjoys natural freedom: which at 
bottom makes our situation worse than if these distinctions were 
unknown. For by living both in the social order and in the state of 
nature, we are subject to the inconveniences of both without finding 
security in either. It is true that the perfection of the social order 
consists in the union of force and law; but for this to be so, law 
must guide force; whereas according to the ideas of princes about 
their absolute independence, force alone, speaking to citizens in the 
guise of law and to foreigners in the guise of reason of state, 
deprives the latter of the power and the former of the will to resist, 
so that everywhere the vain name of justice only serves as a shield 
for violence. 

[6] As for what is commonly called the right of nations, it is 
certain that, lor want of sanction, its laws are nothing but chimeras 
even weaker than the law of nature. This latter at least speaks to 
the heart of individuals, whereas the right of nations, having no 
other guarantee than its utility to the one who submits to it, its 
decisions are respected only as long as self-interest confirms them. 
In the mixed condition in which we find ourselves, regardless of 
which one of the two systems one favors, by doing either too much 
or too little we have done nothing, and we have placed ourselves 
in the worst state possible. This, it seems to me, is the genuine 
origin of public calamities. 

[7] Let us briefly contrast these ideas with the horrible system 
of Hobbes; and we will find that, altogether contrary to his absurd 
doctrine, the state of war, far from being natural to man, is bom 
of peace, or at least of the precautions men have taken to secure a 
lasting peace. But before entering into this discussion, let us try to 
explain what it... 

[6/r] (8] (Who could have imagined without shuddering the mad 
system of natural war of each against all? What a strange animal it 
must be that would believe its good to depend on the destruction 
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of its entire species! and how can one conceive that this species, so 
monstrous and so detestable, could last even two generations? Yet 
this is how far the desire or rather the fury to establish despotism 
and passive obedience has led one of the finest geniuses that ever 
lived. So ferocious a principle was worthy of its purpose. 

[9] The state of society which constrains all our natural incli¬ 
nations can, however, not annihilate them; in spite of our prejudices 
and in spite of ourselves they continue to speak to us in the depths 
of our heart and often bring us back to the true which we abandon 
for the sake of chimeras. If this mutual and destructive enmity were 
part and parcel of our constitution, it would therefore continue to 
make itself felt and set us against one another in spite of ourselves, 
past all social chains, The dreadful hatred of humanity would gnaw 
at man’s heart. The birth of his own children would distress him; 
he would rejoice at the death of his brothers; and upon finding 
someone asleep, his first movement would be to kill him. 

[10] The benevolence that makes us participate in the happiness 
of our fellows, the compassion that identifies us with the one who 
suffers and distresses us at his pain, would be sentiments unknown 
and directly contrary to nature. A sensitive and pitying human 
being would be a monster; and we would be naturally what we 
have considerable difficulty becoming amidst the depravation that 
pursues us. 

[11] In vain would the sophist say that this mutual enmity is not 
innate and immediate, but based on the competition that inevitably 
follows from everyone’s right to all. For the sentiment of this sup¬ 
posed right is no more natural to man than the war which he has 
arise from it.) 

[12] I have said before and I cannot repeat too often that the 
error of Hobbes and of the philosophers is to confuse natural mar 
with the men they have before their eyes, and to move into one 
system a being that can thrive only in another. Man wants his well¬ 
being and everything that can contribute to it, that is incontrovert¬ 
ible. But naturally this well-being of man is limited to the physically 
necessary; [6/a] for when his soul is healthy and his body does 
not suffer, what is lacking for him to be happy conformably to his 
constitution* He who has nothing desires little; he who commands 
no one has little ambition. But superfluity arouses greed; the more 
one gets, the more one desires. He who has much wants to have 
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all; and the madness for universal monarchy never tormented any 
but a great king's heart. Such is the march of nature, such is the 
development of the passions. A superficial philosopher observes 
souls kneaded and risen a thousand times over in the leaven of 
society and believes he has observed man. But in order to know 
him well, one has to know how to disentangle the natural gradation 
of his sentiments, and it is not among people who live in large cities 
that one should look for the first feature of nature imprinted on the 
human heart. 

[13] Thus this analytical method only leads to abysses and mys¬ 
teries, where the wisest understands the least. Ask why morals are 
corrupted in proportion as minds are enlightened; unable to dis¬ 
cover the cause, they will have the audacity to deny the fact. Ask 
why the savages transplanted among us share neither our passions 
nor our pleasures, and do not care for what we so fervently desire. 
They will never succeed in explaining it, or they will only explain 
it on my principles. They only know what they see, and they have 
never seen nature. They know well enough what a Londoner or a 
Parisian is; but they will never know what a man is. 

[60/] [14] But even if it were true that this unbounded and 
uncontrollable greed were as developed in all men as our Sophist 
assumes, it would still not bring about the universal state of war of 
each against all of which Hobbes dares to sketch the odious image. 
This unbridled desire to appropriate everything is incompatible 
with that of destroying all of one’s fellows; and the victor who, 
having killed everyone, had the misfortune to remain alone in the 
world, would enjoy nothing in it precisely because he would have 
everything. What good are even riches if not to be spent; of what 
use would the possession of the entire universe be to him if he were 
its sole inhabitant? What? Will his stomach devour all of the earth’s 
fruit? Who will gather for him the produce from the four comers 
of the earth; who will carry the evidence of his empire to the vast 
wastes he will never inhabit? What will he do with his treasures, 
who will consume his provisions, before whose eyes will he display 
his power? I understand. Instead of massacring them all, he will put 
them all in chains, in order at least to have Slaves. This immediately 
changes the state of the question; and since it is no longer a question 
of destroying, the state of war is abolished. Let the reader suspend 
judgment for the present. 1 will not fail to come back to this point. 
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[15] Man is naturally peaceable and timorous, at the slightest 
danger his first movement is to flee; he becomes warlike only by 
dint of habit and experience. Honor, interest, prejudices, vengeance, 
all the passions that might make him brave perils and death, are 
far from him in the state of nature. It is only after he has entered 
into society with another human being that he decides to attack 
someone else; and he becomes a soldier [602] only after having been 
a citizen. That does not evince strong inclinations to war with all 
of one’s fellows. But I am devoting too much time to a system as 
revolting as it is absurd, that has already been refuted a hundred 
times. 

[16] There is, then, no general war between man and man; and 
the human species was not formed solely to destroy itself. It remains 
to consider the accidental and particular war that can arise between 
two or more individuals. 

[17] If natural law were inscribed only in human reason, it would 
have little capacity to guide most of our actions, but it is also 
engraved in the human heart in indelible characters, and it is from 
the heart that it speaks to him more forcefully than do all the pre¬ 
cepts of the Philosophers; it is from the heart that it cries out to 
him that he is not allowed to sacrifice the life of his fellow except 
to preserve his own, and causes him to feel horror at spilling human 
blood not in anger, even when he finds himself obliged to do so. 

[18] It is conceivable that in the quarrels without [common] 
judges that may arise in the state of nature, an irritated man might 
sometimes kill another, openly or surreptitiously. But if this were 
genuine war, imagine the strange position this same man would 
have to be in if he could preserve his own life only at the expense 
of someone else’s, and if by virtue of some relation established 
between them one had to die so that the other might live. War is 
a permanent state which presupposes lasting relations, and such 
relations rarely obtain between man and man, where everything 
between one individual and another is in continual flux which con- 
stantly changes relations and interests. So that the subject of a dis¬ 
pute arises and disappears almost instantaneously, a quarrel begins 
and ends in a single day, and there may be fights and murders, but 
never or very rarely extended enmities and wars. 

[19] In the civil state, where the life of all citizens is within the 
power of the sovereign and no one has the right to dispose of his 
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own or of another's life, the state of war can also not obtain among 
individuals; and as for Duels, challenges, cartels, calls to single 
combat, quite aside from the fact that they were illegitimate and 
barbarous excesses of an entirely military constitution, they led not 
to a genuine state of war, but to a private affair that was so clearly 
settled in [6oj] a finite time and place that a second bout required 
a renewed call [to combat]. The one exception to this are the private 
wars suspended by daily truces that were called peace of God and 
sanctioned by Saint Louis’s institutions. But this is a case unique 
in history. 

[20] One might raise the further question whether Kings who 
are de facto independent of human power could engage with one 
another in particular and personal wars independent of those of the 
state. The question is surely an idle one, for as everyone knows, 
Princes are not in the habit of sparing others in order to face danger 
themselves. Moreover, this question is dependent upon another 
question which I am not the one to settle: to wit whether or not 
the Prince is himself subject to the laws of the state; for if he is 
subject to them, his person is tied to the state and his life belongs 
to it like that of the least citizen. But if the Prince is above the laws, 
he lives in the pure state of nature and owes neither his subjects nor 
anyone [else] an account of any of his actions. 


Of the Social State 

[21] We now enter a new order of things. We shall see men united 
by an artificial concord, assemble to slaughter one another, and all 
the horrors of war arise from the efforts made to prevent them. But 
it is important to begin by forming more exact notions about the 
essence of the body politic than has been done so far. Let the reader 
only keep in mind that what is at issue here is not so much history 
and facts as right and justice, and that I examine things in terms 
of their nature rather than of our prejudices. 

[22] With the first society formed, the formation of all the others 
necessarily follows. One must either belong to it or unite to resist 
it. One must either imitate it or let oneself be swallowed by it. 

[23] Thus the whole face of the earth is changed; everywhere 
nature has disappeared; everywhere human art has taken its place[;] 
independence and natural liberty have given way to laws and 
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slavery[;] there is no free being anymore; the philo(6o^]sopher looks 
for a man and no longer finds one. But ir is vain to think that nature 
can be annihilated, it arises anew and appears where it was least 
expected. The independence that is taken away from men finds 
refuge in societies, and these great bodies, subject to their own 
impulsions, produce shocks more terrible in proportion as their 
mass exceeds that of individuals. 

[24] But, it will be said, since each one of these bodies is so 
solidly set, how can they possibly ever collide? Should not their 
own constitution preserve eternal peace between them? Do they, 
like men, have to go look outside for the wherewithal to provide 
for their needs? Have they not within themselves everything needed 
for their preservation? Are competition and exchange an inevitable 
source of discord, and is not the fact that the inhabitants of all 
the countries in the world supported themselves before there was 
commerce proof conclusive that they could subsist without it? 


[25] “End of the chapter: there is no war between men; there is 
war only between States.” 

[26] To this, I could leave it at answering with facts, and I would 
have no rebuttal to fear, but I have not forgotten that 1 am here 
reasoning about the nature of things and not about events that can 
have a thousand particular causes independent of the common prin¬ 
ciple. But let us carefully consider the constitution of bodies politic, 
and although each one could, if necessary, provide for its own pres¬ 
ervation, we will find that their mutual relations are nevertheless 
far closer than those among individuals. For basically man has no 
necessary relation with those like himselff;] he can subsist in all his 
vigor without their assistance; he needs not so much the attentions 
of man as he needs the fruits of the earth; and the earth produces 
more than enough to feed all those who dwell on it. Add to this 
that there is a limit to man’s force and size, fixed by nature and 
which he cannot exceed. From whatever angle he looks at himself, 
he finds all of his faculties limited. His life is short, his years are 
numbered. His stomach does not grow with his wealth, regardless 
of how much his passions increase, his pleasures have their measure, 
his heart has bounds [605] like everything else, his capacity for 
enjoyment is always the same. He may well aggrandize himself in 
idea, he remains ever small. 
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[27] The State, by contrast, being an artificial body, has no deter¬ 
minate measure, it is without definite proper size, it an always 
increase it, it feels weak so long as some are stronger than it. Its 
security, its preservation demand that it make itself more powerful 
than all of its neighbors. It can only enlarge, feed, exercise its forces 
at their expense, and while it may not need to look for its subsis¬ 
tence outside itself, it does constantly look outside itself for new 
members who might give it greater stability. For the hands of nature 
set bounds to the inequality among men, but the inequality among 
societies can grow endlessly, until one absorbs all the others. 

[28] Thus, since the size of the body politic is purely relative, it 
is forced constantly to compare itself in order to know itself; it 
depends on everything around it, and has to take an interest in 
everything happening around it, for regardless of how much it 
might wish to remain within itself without gain or loss, it becomes 
small or large, weak or strong, according to whether its neighbor 
expands or contracts and grows stronger or weaker. Finally, its very 
stability, by steadying its relations, secures a more dependable out¬ 
come to all of its actions, and makes all of its quarrels more 
dangerous. 

[29] People seem to have set themselves the goal of overthrowing 
all true ideas of things. Everything inclines natural man to repose; 
to eat and to sleep are the only needs he knows; and only hunger 
rouses him from his laziness. He is made out to be a fierce being, 
ever ready to torment his kind because of passions of which he 
knows nothing; on the other hand, these same passions, [which are] 
excited within society by everything that can inflame them, are said 
not to exist in it. A thousand writers have dared to assert that the 
Body politic is without passions and that there is no other reason 
of state than reason itself. As if it were not evident that, on the 
contrary, the essence of society consists in the activities of its 
members, and that a State without movement would be nothing 
but a dead body. As if all of the world’s histories did not show us 
the best constituted societies also to be the most active, and the 
continual internal as well as extemaL action and reaction of all {606] 
their members did not bear witness to the entire body’s vigor. 

[30] The difference between human art and the works of nature 
makes itself felt in its effects; even though citizens call themselves 
members of the state, they cannot join it as true members are joined 
to the body; it is impossible so to arrange things that each one of 
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them not have an individual and separate existence which enables 
him to attend to his preservation by himself; the nerves are less 
sensitive, the muscles less vigorous, all the ties more slack, the least 
accident can disjoin everything. 

[31] Considering how inferior the public force in the aggregate 
of the body politic is to the sum of private forces, how much friction 
there is so to speak in the working of the entire machine, then, all 
other things being equal, the frailest man will be found to have 
more force for his self-preservation than the sturdiest State has for 
its own. 

[32] For this state to endure, the liveliness of its passion must 
therefore make up for the lack of liveliness of its movements, and 
its will must quicken by as much as its power grows slack. Such is 
the law of conservation which nature itself establishes among the 
species and which maintains them all in spite of their inequality. 
This, incidentally, is also the reason why small states are pro¬ 
portionately more vigorous than large ones, for public sensitivity 
does not increase with territory, the more it expands, the more the 
will cools, the movements weaken, and this large body, over¬ 
whelmed by its own weight, collapses, languishes, and withers away. 

[OC in, i8gg\ [33] After seeing the earth covered with new States, 
after discovering a general relation between them which tends to 
their mutual destruction, it remains for us to see [1900] what, pre¬ 
cisely, constitutes their existence, their well-being and their life; in 
order, then, to find out by what kinds of hostilities they can attack 
and harm one another. 

[34] The body politic gets unity and a common self from the 
social pact; its government and its laws make its constitution more 
or jess sturdy, its life is in the citizens’ hearts, their courage and 
morals make it more or less long-lasting, the only actions which it 
performs freely and which can be imputed to it are dictated by the 
general will, and it is by the nature of these actions that one may 
judge whether the being that produces them is well or badly 
constituted. 

[ 35 ] Thus so long as there is a common will to observe the social 
pact and the laws, this pact continues to subsist, and so long as this 
will manifests itself in outward acts, the State is not annihilated. 
But without ceasing to exist, it can find itself at a stage of vigor or 
of decline from which — weak, healthy or ill, and tending either 
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to destroy or to strengthen itself - its well-being may improve or 
deteriorate in an infinite number of ways, almost all of which 
depend on it [alone]. The full account of all these particulars is 
beyond my [present] subject; but here is the summary of those that 
do bear on it. 

The General Idea of War between 
One State and Another 

[36] The principle of life of the body politic and, so to speak, the 
heart of the State, is the social pact which, as soon as it is injured, 
causes the State instantly to die, collapse and dissolve};] but this 
pact is not a charter on parchment which can be destroyed simply 
by being tom up[;] it is inscribed in the general will, and that is 
where it is not easily annulled. 

[37l Hence, since one cannot begin by dividing the whole, one 
gets at it through its parts[;] if the body is invulnerable, one injures 
the members in order to weaken it, if one cannot deprive it of 
existence, one at least reduces its well-being, if one cannot reach 
the seat of life, one destroys what preserves it, one attacks the 
government, the laws, [igoi] morals, goods, possessions, men. The 
State will, after all, have to perish when everything that sustains it 
is annihilated. 

[38] All these means are or can be used in a war between one 
power and another, and they are also frequently the conditions 
imposed by the victors in order to go on harming the vanquished 
once he has been disarmed. 

[39] For the object of all the harm one does one’s enemy by war 
is to force him to put up with having even greater harm done him 
by the peace. There is not a single one of these kinds of hostilities 
of which history does not provide examples. 1 need not say anything 
about the financial contributions in [the form of] manufactured 
goods or foodstuffs},] or about seized territory, or about resettled 
populations. A yearly tribute of men is not even uncommon. With¬ 
out going as far back as Minos and the Athenians, it is well known 
that the Emperors of Mexico attacked their neighbors solely so that 
they might have prisoners to sacrificef,] and in our own day the wars 
between the Kings of Guinea and their treaties with the peoples of 
Europe have no other object than tribute and traffic in slaves. Nor 
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is it difficult to make sense of die fact that sometimes the only aim 
and effect of war is to weaken the constitution of the enemy State. 

[40] The republics of Greece attacked one another less in order 
to deprive one another of freedom than to change the form of their 
government, and they changed the government of the conquered 
only in order to make them more dependent. The Macedonians and 
all the conquerors of Sparta always attached great importance to 
abolishing the laws of Lycurgus, and the Romans believed that they 
could show no greater sign of clemency toward a subject people 
than 10 leave it its own laws. It was also a well known maxim of 
their policy to foster among their enemies and to banish from among 
themselves the effeminate and sedentary arts that enervate and 
soften men. Leave their angry Gods to the Tarentines, Fabius said 
when he was invited to carry off to Rome the statues and paintings 
that adorned Tarentumf;] and the earliest decadence in Roman 
morals is rightly imputed to Marcelius for not having followed the 
same policy in Syracuse. [1902] So true is it that a clever conqueror 
sometimes harms the vanquished more by what he leaves them than 
by what he takes from them[,] and that, by contrast, a covetous 
usurper often harms himself more than his enemy by the evil he 
does him indirectly. Truly enlightened princes have always 
regarded this influence of morals as most important. The only pen¬ 
alty Cyrus imposed on the rebellious Lydians was a soft and effemi¬ 
nate life[,] and the way the tyrant Aristodemus went about keeping 
the inhabitants of Cumae dependent on him is too curious not to 
be related. 


What the State of War Is 

[41] Although these two words war and peace appear to be strictly 
correlative, the second has a much broader meaning, since it is poss¬ 
ible to interrupt and to disturb peace in various ways without going 
as far as war. Repose, unity, concord, all the ideas of benevolence 
and mutual affection seem contained in this sweet word peace. It 
conveys to the soul a fullness of sentiment that makes us love at 
once our own and other people’s existence, it represents the bond 
among the beings that unites them in the universal system, it has 
its full breadth only in the mind of God whom nothing that is 
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can harm and who wants the preservation of all the beings he has 
created. 

[4 2} The constitution of this universe does not allow for all the 
sentient beings that make it up to concur all at once in their mutual 
happiness[;] but since one sentient being’s well-being makes for the 
other’s evil, each, by the law of nature, gives preference to itself, 
regardless of whether it is working to its own advantage or to 
another’s prejudice; straightaway peace is disturbed as regards the 
one who suffers, [and] not only is it natural then to repel the evil 
that pursues us, but when an intelligent being perceives that this 
evil is due to another’s ill-will, he gets irritated at it and tries to 
repel it. Whence arise discord, quarrels, sometimes fights, but not 
yet war. 

{1903] [43] Finally, once things have reached a point where a 
being endowed with reason is convinced that his preservation is 
inconsistent not only with another’s well-being but with his very 
existence, he takes up arms against the other’s life and tries to 
destroy him as eagerly as he tries to preserve himself, and for the 
same reason. The attacked party[,] sensing that the safety of his 
existence is incompatible with the aggressor’s existence, in turn 
attacks with all his force the life of the one who threatens his own 
life. This manifest will to destroy one another and all the actions 
that result from it produce between the two enemies a relation that 
is called war. 

[44] From this it follows that war consists not in one or several 
unpremeditated fights, not even in homicide or murder committed 
in an outburst of anger, but in the steady, considered and manifest 
will to destroy one’s enemy[;] because to judge that this enemy’s 
existence is incompatible with our well-being requires self- 
possession and reason, which produce a lasting resolve; and for this 
relation to be mutual requires that the enemy, in his turn, knowing 
that his life is threatened, be intent on defending it at the expense 
of ours. All these ideas are contained in the word war. 

[45] The public consequences of this ill-will reduced to actions 
are called hostilities: but regardless of whether there are hostilities 
or not, the relation of war once established can end only with a 
formal peace. Otherwise, each of the two enemies, having no evi¬ 
dence that the other has ceased to threaten his life, could not or 
should not cease defending it at the expense of the other’s life. 
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[46] These differences call for a certain distinction in termin¬ 
ology, When parties keep one another on the alert by continual 
hostilities, they are properly engaged in what is called waging war. 
On the other hand, when two declared enemies remain quiet and 
do not engage in any offensive action toward one another, their 
relation does not thereby change, but so long as it is without actual 
consequence, it is called only a state of mr. [1904] Protracted wars 
of which one wearies and [yet] cannot end commonly produce this 
state. Sometimes the animosity, far from being lulled into inaction, 
is merely waiting for an opportune moment to surprise the enemy, 
and often the state of war that produces the reduction in tension 
is more dangerous than war itself. 

[47] There has been disagreement about whether a truce, an 
armistice, the peace of God are states of war or of peace. In light 
of the preceding notions it is clear that all this is nothing but a 
modified state of war in which the two enemies tie up their hands 
without losing or disguising the will to harm one another. They 
make preparations, accumulate weapons, materials for a siege, all 
military operations not specified [in the truce, armistice, or peace 
of God] continue [unabated]. This is to indicate dearly enough that 
intentions have not changed. This is also so when two enemies meet 
on neutral territory without attacking one another. 

[OC in, 606] [48] These examples suffice to give an idea of the 
various means by which a State can be weakenedf,] as well as of 
those which war seems to allow being used to harm one’s enemy; 
as for the treaties which stipulate one or another of these means as 
conditions, what else are such [kinds of] peace basically, than war 
continued all the more cruelly as the defeated enemy no longer has 
the right to defend himself. I will come back to this in another 
place. 

[49] Add to all this the overt manifestations of ill-will which 
signal the intention to harm[,] such as denying a power the titles 
that are its due, ignoring its rights, rejecting its claims, depriving 
its subjects of the freedom to trade, stirring up enemies against it; 
[607] in short infringing on the right of nations toward it on any 
pretext whatsoever. 

[50] Not all of these different ways of hurting a body politic are 
equally practicable or equally useful to the one who resorts to them; 
and those which redound both to our own advantage and to the 
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enemy’s prejudice are naturally preferred. Land, money, men, all 
the spoils one can appropriate, thus become the principal objects 
of mutual hostilities. As this base greed insensibly changes [men’s] 
ideas of things, war finally degenerates into brigandage, and having 
begun as enemies and warriors, they gradually become tyrants and 
thieves. 

[51] Lest we unwittingly adopt these changes in ideas, let us 
begin by fixing our own ideas wirh a definition, and try to make it 
so simple that it is impossible to misuse it. 

[52] I call war between one power and another, then, the effect 
of a mutual, steady and manifest disposition to destroy the enemy 
State, or at least to weaker it, by all means possible. This disposition 
reduced to actions is war properly so called; so long as it remains 
without consequences, it remains nothing but the state of war. 

[53] I foresee an objection: since according to me the state of war 
is natural between powers, why need the disposition from which 
war results be manifest? To this I answer that previously I spoke 
of the natural state, that here I speak of the legitimate state, and 
that in the sequel \ will show how, in order to make it legitimate, 
war requires a declaration. 

Fundamental Distinctions 

[54] I ask my readers not to forget that I am not inquiring into 
what makes war advantageous to the one who wages it, but what 
makes it legitimate. Being just almost always costs something. Is 
one therefore exempted from being so? 

[55] If there never was and never could be a genuine war between 
individuals, who then are those between whom it takes place and 
who can truly call themselves [6o8\ enemies? I answer that they are 
public persons. And what is a public person? I answer that it is a 
moral being called sovereign , endowed with existence by the social 
pact, and all of whose wills bear the name laws. Let us here apply 
the above distinctions; with regard to the effects of war, the sover¬ 
eign may be said to be the one doing the damage and the State the 
one suffering it. 

[56] If there is war only between moral beings, then it is not 
directed at [individual] men, and it can be waged without depriving 
anyone of his life. But this requires an explanation. 
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[57] Considering things solely in the light of the strict terms of 
the social pact, land, money, men, and everything included within 
the confines of the state belongs to it without reservation. But since 
the rights of society, founded upon those of nature, cannot abrogate 

them, all these things have to be considered in a two-fold relation; 
namely, the soil as both public territory and the patrimony of pri¬ 
vate individuals; goods as belonging in one sense to the sovereign 
and in another to the owners; the inhabitants as citizens and as 
men. Basically, the body politic, since it is only a moral person, is 
only a being of reason. Remove the public convention, straightway 
the state is destroyed without the least change for the worse in 
anything which makes it up; and not all of men’s conventions could 
ever change anything in the physical [constitution] of things. What, 

then, is it to wage war on a sovereign 5 It is to attack the public 
convention and all that results from it; for that is all the essence of 
the State consists in. If the social pact could be severed with a single 
stroke, straightway there would be no more war; and with that 
single stroke the State would be killed, without a single man dying. 
Aristotle says that in order to authorize the cruel treatment to which 
the Helots were subjected in Sparta, the Ephors, upon assuming 
office, solemnly declared war on them. This declaration was as 
superfluous as it was barbarous. They were necessarily in a state of 
war with one another, simply because they were the masters and the 
others the slaves. There is no doubt that since the Lacedaemonians 
killed the Helots, the Helots had the right to kill the 
Lacedaemonians. 


[76 



[OC III, 9J/] 


Considerations on the 
Government of Poland and 
on its Projected Reformation 

to 1 

[i] The State of the Question 

[i] Count Wielhorski's description of the government of Poland, 
together with the reflections he has appended to it, are instructive 
documents for anyone trying to form a coherent plan for the 
recasting of this government. I know of no one in a better position 
to draw up this plan than himself, who combines the general knowl¬ 
edge required for this work with full knowledge of local conditions 
and particular details which are impossible to convey in writing 
and which one nevertheless needs to know in order to conform an 
institution to the people for whom it is intended. Unless one knows 
the Nation for which one is working thoroughly, one’s labor on its 
behalf, regardless of how excellent it may be in itself, will invariably 
fall short in application, and even more so in the case of an already 
fully instituted nation, whose tastes, morals, prejudices and vices 
are too deeply rooted to be easily stifled by new seeds, A good 
institution for Poland can only be the work of the Poles or of some¬ 
one who has studied the Polish nation and its neighbors at first 
hand. A foreigner can contribute scarcely any but general views, 
which might enlighten the institutor, not guide him. Even when 
my mind was at its most vigorous 1 would not have been up to 
grasping these broad relations in their entirety. Now that I am 
barely left the faculty to combine ideas, I must confine myself, if I 
am to obey Count Wielhorski and give proof of my zeal for his 
fatherland, to giving him an account of the impressions which read¬ 
ing his work has made on me, and of the reflections it has suggested 
to me. 

[2] In reading the history of the government of Poland, it is hard 
to understand how so oddly constituted a State could have survived 
so long. A great body made up of a large number of dead, and a 
small number of disjointed limbs, with all of its movefo^Jments, 
almost independent of one another, far from having a common end, 
cancel each other, which tosses about a great deal without getting 
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anything done, which can offer no resistance to anyone trying to 
encroach on it, which falls into dissolution five or six times a cen¬ 
tury, which gets paralyzed with every effort it tries to make, with 
every need it tries to meet, and which in spite of all this lives and 
remains vigorous; this, it seems to me, is one of the most singular 
spectacles that can strike a thinking being. I see all the other States 
of Europe rushing to their ruin. Monarchies, Republics, all these 
ever so wonderfully instituted nations, all these fine, ever so wisely 
balanced governments, have grown decrepit and threaten soon to 
die; while Poland, this depopulated, devastated, and oppressed 
region, wide open to its aggressors, at the height of its misfortunes 
and its anarchy, still displays all the fire of youth; and it dares to 
call for a government and laws, as if it had only just been bom. It 
is in chains, and debates the ways to remain free! It feels in itself 
the kind of force which the force of tyranny cannor subjugate. I 
seem to see Rome beleaguered, tranquilly ruling the territories 
where its enemies had just pitched camp. Brave Poles, beware; 
beware lest for wanting to be too well, you only make your situation 
worse. In thinking about what you want to acquire, do not forget 
what you might lose. Correct the abuses of your constitution, if it 
is possible to do so; but do not despise the constitution that made 
you what you are. 

[3] You love freedom, you are worthy of it; you have defended 
it against a powerful and cunning aggressor who, under pretense of 
offering you the bonds of friendship, shackled you with chains of 
servitude. Now, weary of your fatherland's troubles, you sigh for 
tranquility. I believe it very easy to attain; but to preserve it together 
with freedom, that seems to me difficult. The patriotic souls that 
protected you against the yoke were formed in the midst of the 
anarchy you find so hateful. They fell into a lethargic sleep; the 
storm awoke them. Having broken the chains intended for them, 
they are weighed down with weariness. They would like to combine 
the peace of despotism with the sweetness of freedom. I am afraid 
that they want things that are [955-] contradictory. Repose and free¬ 
dom seem to me incompatible; one has to choose. 

[4] I do not say that things have to be left in the state they are 
in; but I do say that nothing should be done to them except with 
the utmost caution. At present the abuses are more striking than 
the advantages; I fear the time will come when these advantages 
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will be appreciated more keenly, and unfortunately it will be when 
they will have been lost. 

[5] Granted that it is easy to make better laws. It is impossible 
to make laws which men’s passions do not abuse, as they have 
abused the earlier ones. To anticipate and to weigh all these future 
abuses is something which perhaps even the most consummate 
Statesman may find it impossible to do. Putting the law above man 
is a problem in politics which I liken to that of squaring the circle 
in geometry. Solve this problem satisfactorily, and the government 
based on this solution will be good and free of abuses. But until 
then, you may be sure that wherever you believe you have made 
the laws rule, it will be men who will be ruling. 

[6] No constitution will ever be good and solid unless the law 
rules the citizens’ hearts. So long as the legislative force does not 
reach that deep, the laws will invariably be evaded. But bow can 
men’s hearts be reached? This is something to which our founders, 
who never see anything but force and punishments, scarcely give a 
thought, and which material rewards would perhaps achieve no 
better; justice, even of the utmost integrity, does not achieve it, 
because justice, like health, is a good which one enjoys without 
feeling it, which inspires no enthusiasm, and the value of which one 
feels only once it has been lost. 

[7] How, then, can one move hearts, and get the fatherland and 
its laws loved? Dare I say it? with children’s games; with institutions 
which appear trivial in the eyes of superficial men, but which form 
cherished habits and invincible attachments. If I am being extrava¬ 
gant on this point, at least I am being thoroughly so, for I admit 
that 1 see my folly exhibiting all the features of reason. 


[2] Spirit of the Ancient Institutions 

[1] When reading ancient history, one believes oneself transported 
into another universe and among other beings. What have French¬ 
men, Englishmen, Russians, in common with the Romans and the 
Greeks? Almost nothing but their shape. The strong souls of the 
Romans and the Greeks appear to them to be exaggerations of 
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history. How can they, who fee) so small, think there ever were 
such great men? Yet they did exist, and they were humans like 
ourselves; what keeps us from being men like them? Our prejudices, 
our base philosophy, and the passions of petty self-interest, concen¬ 
trated together with egoism in all hearts by inept institutions in 
which genius never had any share. 

[2] I took at modern nations: I see many lawmakers among them 
but not a single lawgiver. Among the ancients 1 see three principal 
ones who deserve particular attention: Moses, Lycurgus, and 
Numa. All three devoted their principal cares to objects which our 
learned men would consider laughable. All three achieved successes 
which would be thought impossible if they were not so well attesced. 

[3] The first formed and executed the astonishing enterprise of 
instituting as a national body a swarm of wretched fugitives who 
had no arts, no weapons, no talents, no virtues, no courage, and 
who, since they had not an inch of territory of their own, were a 
troop of strangers upon the face of the earth. Moses dared to make 
out of this wandering and servile troop a body politic, a free people, 
and while it wandered in the wilderness without so much as a stone 
on which to rest its head, he gave it the lasting institution, proof 
against time, fortune and conquerors which five thousand years have 
not been able to destroy or even to weaken, and which still subsists 
today in all its force even though the body of the nation no longer 
does. 

[4] To keep his people from being absorbed by foreign peoples, 
he gave it morals and practices [957] which could not be blended 
with those of the other nations; he weighed it down with distinctive 
rites and ceremonies; he constrained it in a thousand ways in order 
to keep it constantly alert and 10 make it forever a stranger among 
other men, and all the bonds of fraternity he introduced among the 
members of his republic were as many barriers which kept it separ¬ 
ated from its neighbors and prevented it from mingling with them. 
That is how this singular nation, so often subjugated, so often scat¬ 
tered and apparently destroyed, yet ever idolizing its rule, has 
nevertheless maintained itself down to our days, scattered among 
the other nations without ever merging with them, and how its 
morals, its laws, its rites subsist and will endure as long as the world 
itself does, in spite of the hatred and persecution by the rest of 
mankind. 
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[5] Lycurgus undertook to institute a people already degraded 
by slavery and the vices which are its effect. He imposed on it an 
iron yoke the like of which no Other people has ever borne; but he 
attached it to this yoke, he, so to speak, identified it with it, by 
always keeping it occupied with it, He constantly showed it the 
fatherland, in its laws, in its games, in its home, in its loves, in its 
feasts. He did not leave it a moment’s respite to be by itself, and 
from this constant constraint, ennobled by its object, arose in it that 
ardent love of fatherland which was always the Spartans’ strongest 
or rather their sole passion, and made of them beings above 
humanity. Sparta was but a city, it is true; but by the sheer force 
of its institution this city gave laws to the whole of Greece, became 
its capital, and made the Persian Empire tremble. Sparta was the 
center from which the effects of its legislation spread in all 
directions. 

[6] Those who have seen Numa as nothing but someone who 
instituted religious rites and ceremonies have badly misjudged this 
great man. Numa was the true founder of Rome. If all Romulus 
had done was to assemble some brigands whom a reversal could 
scatter, his imperfect work could not have withstood the test of 
time. It was Numa who made it solid and lasting by uniting these 
brigands into an indissoluble body, by transforming them into Citi¬ 
zens, not so much by means of laws, for which in their rustic pov¬ 
erty they had as yet little need, as by means of mild institutions 
which attached them one to another and all of them to their soil 
so that they eventually sanctified their city with these apparently 
frivolous and superstitious rites, [95S] the force and effects of which 
so few people appreciate, and vet the first foundations of which 
Romulus, fierce Romulus himself, had laid. 

[7] The same spirit guided all ancient Lawgivers and their insti¬ 
tutions. All of them sought bonds that might attach the Citizens to 
the fatherland and to one another, and they found them in distinc¬ 
tive practices, in religious ceremonies which by their very nature 
were always exclusive and national (see the end of the Social 
Contract), in games which kept the Citizens frequently assembled, 
in exercises which increased their pride and self-esteem together 
with their vigor and strength, in spectacles which by reminding 
them of the history of their ancestors, their misfortunes, their vir¬ 
tues, their victories, stirred their hearts, fired them with a lively 



Government of Poland 


spirit of emulation, and strongly attached them to the fatherland 
with which they were being kept constantly occupied. It is the 
poems of Homer recited before the Greeks solemnly assembled, not 
in stalls, on stages and cash in hand, but in the open and before 
the national body, it is the tragedies of Aeschylus, Sophocles and 
Euripides often performed before them, it is the prizes with which, 
to the acclaim of all Greece, the victors in their games were 
crowned, which, by constantly kindling in them emulation and 
glory, brought their courage and their virtues to that pitch of energy 
of which nothing now gives us any idea and which the moderns 
are not even capable of believing. If the modems have laws it is 
solely in order to teach them to obey their masters well, not to pick, 
pockets, and to give public scoundrels a great deal of money. If 
they have manners it is in order to know how to divert the idleness 
of women of easy virtue, or gracefully to parade their own. If they 
assemble it is in Temples for a cult which is in no way national, 
which in no way reminds them of the fatherland, and has been 
turned almost into ridicule; it is in completely shut-in halls and for 
money, in order to see, in effeminate, dissolute theaters where all 
they can talk about is love, thespians declaim and prostitutes 
simper, and to get lessons in corruption, the only ones of all the 
lessons their theater pretends to teach that have a lasting effect; it 
is in festivals where the people, invariably despised, is invariably 
without influence, where [959] public blame or approval make no 
difference; it is in licentious crowds in order there to enter into 
secret liaisons, in order to seek out the pleasures that most divide 
and isolate men, and most weaken hearts. Are these stimulants to 
patriotism? Is it surprising that such different ways of life produce 
such different effects, and that the moderns no longer find within 
themselves anything of that vigor of soul which everything instilled 
in the ancients? Forgive these digressions and attribute them to a 
remnant of warmth you have rekindled. I return with pleasure to 
the one among all contemporary peoples which separates me least 
from those about whom 1 have just been speaking. 
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[3] Application 

[1] Poland is a large State surrounded by even larger States which, 
because of their despotism and military discipline, possess great 
offensive force. It, by contrast, being weak because of its anarchy, 
is, in spite of Polish valor, the butt of all their offenses. It has no 
fortihcations to stop their incursions. Its depopulation renders it 
almost completely incapable of defending itself. No economic 
organization, few troops or none at all, no military discipline, no 
order, no subordination; ever divided within; ever threatened from 
without, it is without stability of its own, and dependent on its 
neighbors’ whim. In the present state of things I see only one way 
of giving it the stability it lacks: to infuse, so to speak, the soul of 
its confederates into the entire nation, to establish the Republic in 
the hearts of the Poles so thoroughly that it endures there in spite 
of all of iis oppressors' efforts. That, it seems to me, is the only 
refuge where force can neither reach nor destroy it. We have just 
witnessed a forever memorable proof of this. Poland was in the 
Russian’s chains, but the Poles remained free. A great example 
which shows you how you can defy your neighbors’ power and 
ambitions. You may not be able to keep [960] them from swallowing 
you, do at least see to it that they cannot digest you. No matter 
what is done, Poland will have been overwhelmed by its enemies a 
hundred times before it can be given everything it needs in order 
to be in a position to resist them. The virtue of Citizens, their 
patriotic zeal, the distinctive form which its national institutions 
may give their soul, this is the only rampart that will stand ever 
ready to defend it, and which no army could subdue by force. If 
you see to it that a Pole can never become a Russian, I assure you 
that Russia will never subjugate Poland. 

[2] Ir is national institutions which form the genius, the character, 
the tastes, and the morals of a people, which make it be itself and 
not another, which inspire in it that ardent love of fatherland 
founded on habits impossible to uproot, which cause it to die of 
boredom among other peoples in the midst of delights of which it 
is deprived in its own. Remember the Spartan, gorged with the 
voluptuous pleasures at the Court of the Great King, who was 
chided for missing his black broth. Ah! he said, sighing, to the 
satrap, I know your pleasures, but you do not know ours. 
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[3] There are no more Frenchmen, Germans, Spaniards, even 
Englishmen, nowadays, regardless of what people may say; there 
are only Europeans. All have the same tastes, the same passions, 
the same morals, because none has been given a national form by 
a distinctive institution. All will do the same things under the same 
circumstances; all will declare themselves disinterested and be 
cheats; all will speak of the public good and think only of them" 
selves; all will praise moderation and wish to be Croesuses; they 
have no other ambition than for luxury, no other passion than for 
gold. Confident that with it they will have whatever tempts them, 
all will sell themselves to the first man willing to pay them. What 
do they care whar master they obey, the laws of what State they 
follow? Provided they find money to steal and women to corrupt, 
they are at home in any country. 

[4] Give a different bent to the Poles’ passions, and you will give 
their souls a national physiognomy which will set them apart from 
all other peoples, which will keep them from merging, from feeling 
at ease, from inter-marrying with them, [g6i] you will give them 
a vigor which will take the place of deceptive appeals to empty 
precepts, which will make them do by preference and passion the 
things one never does well enough when one does them only by 
duty or interest. It is upon souls such as these that an appropriate 
legislation will take hold. They will obey the laws and not elude 
them because they wilt suit them and will have the inward assent 
of their wills. Loving their fatherland, they will serve it out of zeal 
and with all their heart. With this sentiment alone, legislation, even 
if it were bad, would make good Citizens; and only good Citizens 
ever make for the force and prosperity of the State. 

[5] I shall discuss below the administrative regime which, while 
leaving the foundation of your laws virtually untouched, seems to 
me suited to raise patriotism and the virtues inseparable from it to 
their highest possible pitch. But whether or not you adopt this 
regime, always begin by giving the Poles a great opinion of them¬ 
selves and their fatherland: in view of the account they have just 
given of themselves, it will not be a false opinion. You must seize 
the occasion of the latest event to raise their souls to the level of 
the souls of the ancients. Certain it is that the Confederation of Bar 
saved the dying fatherland. You must engrave this great epoch in 
sacred characters in every Polish heart. I should wish to see a monu- 
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mert erected to its memory, and the names of all the Confederates 
inscribed on it, even of those who may subsequently have betrayed 
the common cause; so great a deed ought ro erase the faults of an 
entire lifetime; 1 should wish to have a regular solemn occasion to 
celebrate it every ten years with a pomp not brilliant and frivolous, 
but plain, proud, and republican; to have the worthy Citizens who 
had the honor of suffering for the fatherland in the enemy’s chains 
be eulogized with dignity, but without ostentation, even to have 
their families granted some honorific privilege which would forever 
recall this fair memory to the eyes of the public. However, I should 
not wish anyone to take the liberty of inveighing against the Rus¬ 
sians or even of mentioning them. It would be doing them too much 
honor. This silence, the memory of their barbarity, and the eulogy 
of those who resisted them, will say all that needs to be said about 
them; you ought to despise them too much to hate them. [962] 

[6] I should wish all the patriotic virtues to be given luster by 
attaching to them honors and public rewards, the Citizens to be 
kept constantly occupied with the fatherland, for it to be made their 
principal business, for it to be continuously kept before their eyes. 

I admit that this way they would have less opportunity and time 
to grow rich, but they would also have less desire or need to do so: 
their hearts would get to know a happiness other than fortune, and 
therein lies the art of ennobling souls and turning them into an 
instrument more powerful than gold. 

[7] The brief account of Polish morals which M. de Wielhorski 
kindly conveyed to me is not sufficient to instruct me of their civil 
and domestic practices. Yet a great nation which has never mingled 
much with its neighbors must have many practices that are distinc¬ 
tively its own, and are perhaps being daily bastardized by the gen¬ 
eral European tendency to adopt the tastes and morals of the 
French. These ancient practices ought to be preserved, restored, 
and suitable new ones introduced that are distinctively the Poles’ 
own. These practices, even if they are indifferent, even if they are 
in some respects bad, provided they are not essentially so, will still 
have the advantage of making the Foies fond of their country and 
give them a natural revulsion to mingling with foreigners. I deem 
it fortunate that they have a distinctive mode of dress. Preserve this 
asset. Take care to do precisely the opposite of what this widely 
praised Tsar did. Let not the King, nor the Senators, nor any public 
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figure ever wear any but the national dress, and let no Pole dare 
show himself at Court dressed in the French fashion. 

[8] [Let there be] many public games where the good mother 
country delights in seeing her children at play, Let her frequently 
attend to them so that they always attend to her, The usual courtly 
entertainments must be eliminated, even at Court, because of the 
example it sets: gambling, theaters, comedies, opera; all that makes 
men effeminate, all that distracts them, isolates them, makes them 
forget their fatherland and their duty; all that makes them be 
comfortable anywhere at all so long as they are entertained; games 
must be devised, festivals, solemn occasions so distinctive of this 
particular Court [963] that they are found at none other. People 
should feel entertained in Poland more than in other countries, but 
not in the same way. In a word, the execrable proverb must be 
reversed, and every Pole be made to say in his inmost heart: Ubi 
patna, ibi bene. 

[9] Nothing, if possible, exclusively for the Great and the rich. 
Many spectacles in the open, where ranks are carefully dis¬ 
tinguished but the entire people participates equally, as among the 
ancients, and where, on certain occasions, young nobles display 
force and skill. The contribution of bullfights in maintaining a cer¬ 
tain vigor in the Spanish nation is not negligible. The amphitheaters 
in which the youth of Poland used formerly to exercise should be 
carefully restored; they should be turned into theaters of honor and 
emulation for these youths. Nothing could be easier than to replace 
the fights that formerly took place in these amphitheaters by exer¬ 
cises less cruel but nevertheless requiring force and skill, and with 
honors and Tewards for the victors as in the past. Horsemanship, 
for example, is an exercise well suited to Poles and it readily makes 
for dazzling spectacle. 

[10] Homer’s heroes all distinguished themselves by their force 
and skill, and in this way demonstrated in the eyes of the people 
that they were made to command it. The Knights’ tournaments 
trained men who were not only stout and courageous, but also eager 
for honor and glory, and fit for all the virtues. The use of firearms, 
by making these bodily faculties less useful in war, has caused them 
to fall into discredit. Hence, besides qualities of mind, which are 
often ambiguous, misplaced, about which one can be mistaken in a 



(3! Application 


thousand ways, and of which the people is a poor judge, nothing 
about a man who enjoys the advantage of good birth may set him 
apart from anyone else, justifying good fortune, demonstrate in his 
person a natural right to superiority, and the more these external 
signs are neglected, the more do those who govern us enjoy 
impunity when they grow effeminate and corrupt, Yet it matters, 
even more than one might think, that those who are some day to 
command others should from youth on prove themselves their 
superiors in every respect, or at least that they try to do so. It is 
furthermore good that the people often be together with its chiefs 
on pleasant occasions [964], that it know them, that it grow accus¬ 
tomed to seeing them, that it share its pleasures with them. Pro¬ 
vided subordination is always maintained, and people and chiefs do 
not intermingle, this is the way it grows fond of them and combines 
attachment for them with respect. Finally, a taste for physical exer¬ 
cise diverts from dangerous idleness, from the effeminate pleasures, 
and from luxuries of the mind. It is above all for the sake of the 
soul that one must exercise the body, and this is what our small- 
minded sages are far from realizing. 

[11] Do not neglect a certain amount of public display; let it be 
noble, imposing, and convey magnificence with men rather than 
with things. It is hard to exaggerate the extent to which the people’s 
heart follows its eyes and how impressed it is with the majesty of 
ceremonials. Majesty of ceremonials endows authority with a con¬ 
fidence-inspiring air of order and regularity, and dispels the ideas 
of Caprice and fancy associated with the idea of arbitrary power. In 
the pomp of solemnities, one should, however, avoid the clatter, 
the glitter, and the luxurious decorations that are common at courts. 
A free people’s festivals should always breathe an air of decorum 
and gravity, and they should hold up for the people’s admiration 
only objects worthy of its esteem. The Romans displayed enormous 
luxury in their triumphs; but it was the luxury of the vanquished; 
the more brilliant it was, the less it was seductive. Its very sparkle 
was a great lesson for the Romans. The captive Kings were shackled 
with chains of gold and precious stones. There you have luxury 
correctly understood. Often one can reach the same goal in one of 
two opposite ways. In my view the two woolsacks by the seat of 
the Lord Chancellor in the British House of Lords form a touching 
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and sublime decoration. Two sheaves of wheat similarly placed in 
the Polish Senate would make for an effect no less pleasing to my 
taste. 

[12] The enormous disparity of fortune which separates the high 
and the lower nobility is a major obstacle to the reforms required 
to make love of fatherland the dominant passion. As long as luxury 
reigns among the Great, cupidity will reign in all hearts. The object 
of public admiration will invariably be the object of the wishes of 
individuals, and if one has to be rich in order to shine then being 
rich will always be the dominant passion. This is a major means of 
corruption which has to be weakened as much as {965] possible. If 
other attractive objects, if sips of rank were the distinctions of men 
in high places, then those who are only rich would be deprived of 
them, and secret wishes would naturally take the road leading to 
these honorable distinctions, that is to say to distinctions of merit 
and of virtue, if that were the only road to success. The Consuls 
of Rome were often very poor, but they had their lictors, the people 
of Rome coveted the trappings of these lictors, and plebeians 
attained the Consulship. 

[13] Eliminating all luxury where inequality reips does, I admit, 
strike me as an extremely difficult undertaking. But might there 
not be some way to change the objects of this luxury, and so render 
its example less pernicious? For example, formerly impoverished 
Polish nobles attached themselves to the Great who provided them 
with education and subsistence as their retainers. There you have 
a truly grand and noble luxury, to the inconvenience of which I am 
fully sensible, but which at least elevates souls instead of debasing 
them, gives them sentiments, resilience, and which was not abused 
among the Romans as long as the Republic endured. I have read 
that the Due d’Epergnon, on meeting the Due de Sulli one day, 
wanted to pick a quarrel with him; but that since he had only six 
hundred gentlemen in his retinue, he did not dare attack Sulli, who 
had eight hundred. I doubt that this kind of luxury leaves much 
room for a luxury of tinsel; and at least it does not set an example 
that will seduce the poor. If you get the Great of Poland to go back 
to indulging no other kind of luxury, it may lead to divisions, fac¬ 
tions, quarrels, but it will not corrupt the nation. Next in order, 
let us tolerate military luxury, the luxury of weapons and horses, 
but let all effeminate finery be held in contempt, and if women 
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cannot be made to give it up, let them at least be taught to disap¬ 
prove and disdain it in men. 

[14] Besides, luxury does not get rooted out with sumptuary laws. 
It has to be extirpated from the depth of men’s hearts by impressing 
healthier and nobler tastes on them. Prohibiting the things people 
ought not to do is a clumsy and vain thing to do unless one begins 
by making these things hated and scorned, and the law’s disapproval 
is only effective when it confirms one’s own judgment. Whoever 
goes about instituting a people has to be able to rule men’s opinions 
and through them to go[p66]vern their passions. This is true above 
all regarding the issue about which I am speaking. Sumptuary laws, 
by restraining desire, stimulate it instead of extinguishing it with 
punishment. Simplicity of morals and of attire is less the fruit of 
law than of education. 


[4] Education 

[1] This is the important subject. It is education that must give 
souls the national form, and so direct their tastes and opinions that 
they will be patriotic by inclination, passion, necessity. Upon open¬ 
ing its eyes, a child should see the fatherland, and see only it until 
his dying day. Every true republican drank love of fatherland, that 
is to say love of the laws and of freedom, with his mother’s milk. 
This love makes up his whole existence; he sees only his fatherland, 
he lives only for it; when he is alone, he is nothing: when he no 
longer has a fatherland, he no longer is, and if he is not dead, he 
is worse than dead. 

[2] National education is suitable only for free men; only they 
enjoy a common existence and are truly bound together by Law. 
A Frenchman, an Englishman, a Spaniard, an Italian, a Russian, 
are all more or less the same man: they all leave school already 
molded for a higher degree, that is to say for servitude. At twenty 
a Pole should not be just another man; he should be a Pole. I want 
that on learning to read, he read about his country, that at ten he 
know all of its products, at twelve all of its provinces, roads, towns, 
that at fifteen he know its entire history, at sixteen all of its laws, 
that in all of Poland there not be a single great deed or illustrious 
person of which his memory and heart are not full, and of which 
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he could not then and there give an account. It should be clear 
from this that I would not want to have children pursue the usual 
course of studies under the direction of foreigners and priests. The 
law should regulate the matter, the order and the form of their 
srudies. They should have only Poles for teachers, [967] all of them 
married, if possible, all distinguished for their morals, their probity, 
their good sense, their lights, and all destined, when after a number 
of years they will have fulfilled this employment well, for employ¬ 
ment that is no more important or honorable, for that is impossible, 
but less strenuous and more resplendent. Above all beware of turn¬ 
ing the state of being a teacher into a profession. A public person 
in Poland ought to have no other permanent state than that of Citi¬ 
zen. Each position he fills, and above all a position as important as 
this one, should be regarded as nothing but a testing ground and 
a stage from which to rise still higher once he merits it. T urge the 
Poles to heed this maxim, which I shall stress often: \ believe it to 
be the key to one of the mainsprings of the State. The reader will 
see below how, in my opinion, it can be made to work without 
exception. 

[3II do not at all like the distinctions between schools and aca¬ 
demies which result in the rich nobility being educated differently 
and separately from the poor nobility. Since all are equal by the 
constitution of the State, all ought to be educated together and in 
the same fashion, and if it is impossible to establish a completely 
free public education, it must at least be set at a cost the poor can 
afford. Would it not be possible to set up in each school a certain 
number of entirely free places, that is to say at the State’s expense, 
and which in France are called scholarships? These places, awarded 
to the children of the poor gentry who have deserved well of the 
fatherland, not as an act of charity, but as a reward for the fathers' 
valuable services, would, on this basis, become places of honor, and 
could produce a twofold benefit which would not be negligible. To 
this end, appointments to these places would have to be not arbi¬ 
trary, but made by a kind of judgment about which l shall speak 
below. Those filling these places would be called children of the 
State, and distinguished by some badge of honor that would give 
them precedence over other children of their age including even 
the children of the Great. 
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[4] In every School a gymnasium or place for physical exercise 
should be established for the children. This much neglected issue 
is, in my view, the most important part of education, not only 
because it forms sturdy and healthy temperaments [96#], but even 
more because of its moral objective, which either gets neglected or 
is met only by a lot of pedantic and vain precepts that are so much 
empty talk. I cannot repeat often enough that good education has 
to be negative. Prevent vices from arising, you will have done 
enough for virtue. The way to do this in a good public education 
is simplicity itself. It consists in keeping children always alert, not 
by boring studies of which they understand nothing and which they 
come to hate simply because they are forced to stay put; but by 
exercises they like, because they satisfy theit growing bodies’ need 
for movement, and which they will find enjoyable in other ways as 
well. 

[5] They should not be allowed to play by themselves as they 
please, but all together and in public, so that there is always a 
common goal to which all aspire and which excites competition and 
emulation, Parents who prefer domestic education, and have their 
children brought up under their own supervision, must nevertheless 
send them to these exercises, Their instruction may be domestic 
and individual, but their games ought always to be public and 
common to all; for the point here is not only to keep them busy, 
to give them a robust constitution, to make them agile and limber, 
but to accustom them from early on to rule, to equality, to frater¬ 
nity, to competitions, to living under the eyes of their fellow- 
citizens and to seeking public approbation. To this end, the winners’ 
prizes and rewards should be distributed not arbitrarily by the 
coaches or school principals, but by acclamation and the judgment 
of the spectators; and these judgments can be trusted always to be 
just especially if care is taken to make these games attractive to the 
public by organizing them with some pomp and so that they become 
a spectacle. In which case it is a fair assumption that all honest folk 
and good patriots will regard it a duty and a pleasure to attend 
them. 

[6] In Beme, they have a rather unusual exercise for young 
Patricians graduating from school. It is called the moot State [I'Etat 
exterieur). It is a copy on a small scale of everything that makes 
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up the government of the Republic: a Senate, Chief Magistrates, 
Counselors, Officers, Bailiffs, Advocates, lawsuits, judgments, sol¬ 
emnities. [969] The moot State even has a small government and 
some revenues, and this institution, authorized and protected by 
the sovereign, is the nursery of the Statesmen who will one day 
direct public affairs in the same capacity which they first exercise 
only in play, 

[7] Regardless of the form given to public education, about which 
1 do not here enter into detail, it is important to establish a College 
of Magistrates of the first rank charged with its supreme adminis¬ 
tration, and which appoints, dismisses and transfers at will not only 
the Principals and heads of schools who, as I have already said, will 
themselves be candidates for the higher magistracies, but also the 
coaches whose zeal and alertness will also have to be aroused by 
higher positions which will be open or closed to them depending 
on how they will have filled their present positions. Since it is on 
these institutions that the hope of the Republic, the glory and fate 
of the nation depend, 1 must admit that I attach to them an import¬ 
ance I am rather surprised it has not occurred to anyone anywhere 
else to attribute to them. I am distressed for the sake of humanity 
that so many ideas which seem to me good and useful are, although 
eminently practical, always so wide of what is done. 

[8] Besides, 1 do no more than to point the way here; but that 
is enough for those I am addressing. These inadequately developed 
ideas show from afar the paths unknown to the modems by which 
the ancients led men to that vigor of soul, to that patriotic zeal, to 
that esteem for the truly personal qualities and without regard for 
merely external trappings which are without example among us, 
but the leaven for which is in all men’s hearts ready to ferment just 
as soon as it is activated by suitable institutions. Direct the Poles’ 
education, practices, customs, morals in this spirit, you will develop 
in them the share of this leaven which has not yet been dissipated 
by corrupt maxims, outworn institutions, an egoistical philosophy 
whose preaching is deadly. The nation will date its second birth 
from the terrible crisis from which it is emerging and when it sees 
what its as yet undisciplined members accomplished, it will expea 
much and obtain even more from a carefully considered institution; 
it will cherish, [970] it will respect laws which flatter its noble pride, 
which will make and keep it happy and free; extirpating from its 
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breast the passions that elude the laws, it will foster those that cause 
them to be loved; finally, renewing itself so to speak by itself, it 
will resume at this new stage of its life all the vigor of a nascent 
nation. But without these precautions expect nothing from your 
laws. However wise they may be, however much they may antici¬ 
pate, they will be eluded and remain vain, and you will have cor¬ 
rected some abuses that wound you, while introducing others you 
will not have anticipated. So much for the preliminaries I thought 
indispensable. Let us now look at the constitution. 


[5] The Radical Vice 

[1] Let us avoid, if possible, rushing from the very outset into chi¬ 
merical projects. What, Gentlemen, is the enterprise you are about 
just now? Reforming the Government of Poland, that is to say, 
giving to the constitution of a large kingdom the solidity and vigor 
of that of a small Republic. Before working on the execution of this 
project, one should first inquire whether it can succeed. Greatness 
of Nations! Size of States! the first and principal source of the mis¬ 
eries of humankind, and above all of the countless calamities that 
sap and destroy politically organized peoples. Almost all small 
States, republics as well as monarchies, prosper simply because they 
are small, because all their citizens know and watch one another, 
because the chiefs can see for themselves the evil being done, the 
good they have to do; and because their orders are carried out 
within their sight. All great peoples crushed by their own mass 
groan either in anarchy as do you, or under subordinate oppressors 
which a necessary devolution forces Kings to set over them. Only 
God can govern the world, and it would take more than human 
faculties to govern [g/r] great nations. It is astonishing, it is won¬ 
drous that the vast expanse of Poland has not already a hundred 
times converted its government into a despotism, bastardized the 
Poles’ souls, and corrupted the mass of the nation. The case is 
unique in history of such a State being, after many centuries, still 
only at [the stage of) anarchy. This progression has been so slow 
because of advantages inseparable from the inconveniences of which 
you wish to get rid. Ah! I cannot repeat it too often; think carefully 
before you lay hands on your laws, and above all on those that made 
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you what you are. The first reform you need is a reform in the size 
of your country. Your vast provinces will never toierate the severe 
administration of small Republics. Begin by contracting your 
boundaries, if you wish to reform your government. Perhaps your 
neighbors are thinking of performing this service for you. It would 
no doubt be a great evil for the dismembered parts; but it would 
be a great good for the body of the Nation. 

[2] If these reductions do not take place, I see only one means 
of possibly making up for them and, happily, this means is already 
in the spirit of your institution. Let the separation between the two 
Polands be as pronounced as that between them and Lithuania: 
have three States united into one. If possible, I would wish you to 
have as many as you now have Palatinates; form within each one 
of them an equal number of individual administrations. Perfect the 
form of the Dietines, extend their authority within their respective 
Palatinates; but carefully fix their limits, and make sure that nothing 
can break the bond of common legislation between them or break 
the bond of subordination between them and the body of the 
Republic. In a word, seek to extend and to perfect the system of 
federative Governments, the only system which combines the 
advantages of large and of small States, and hence the only one that 
an suit you. If you ignore this advice, I doubt that you can ever 
do a good job. 


[6] The Question of the Three Orders 

[1] I hardly ever hear people speak of government without finding 
that they go back to principles which seem to me either false or 
suspect. The Republic of Poland, it has often been said and 
repeated, is composed of three orders: the Knightly Order, the 
Senate, and the King. 1 would prefer to say that the Polish nation 
is composed of three orders: the nobles, who are everything, the 
bourgeois, who are nothing, and the peasants, who are less than 
nothing. If the Senate is counted as an order within the State, why 
not also count the Chamber of Deputies as one, which is no less 
distinct and has no less authority . 5 What is more, this distinction, 
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even in the sense in which it is offered, is manifestly incomplete; 
because to it should have been added the Ministers, who are neither 
Kings, nor Senators, nor Deputies, and who, while enjoying the 
utmost independence, are nevertheless the trustees of all executive 
power. How will anyone ever get me to understand that the part 
which exists only by virtue of the whole nevertheless forms in 
relation to the whole an order independent of it? In England the 
Peerage, being hereditary, does form, I admit, an order existing by 
itself. But in Poland, eliminate the knightly order, and there is no 
more Senate, since no one can be a Senator who is not lust a Polish 
nobleman. There is also no more King; since it is the knightly order 
that elects him, and the King can do nothing without it: hut elimin¬ 
ate the Senate and the King, and the knightly order and through 
it the State and the Sovereign remain entire and the very next day, 
if it so pleases, it will have a Senate and a King as before. 

[2] But from its not being an order in the State, it does not follow 
that the Senate counts for nothing in it; and even if it were not, as 
a body, the trustee of the laws, its members, independently of the 
authority of the body, would nonetheless be the trustees of the leg¬ 
islative power, and to prevent them from voting in the Senate in 
plenary sessions of the Diet whenever it [973] is a matter of enacting 
or repealing laws would be to deprive them of the right they have 
by birth; but in that case they would no longer be voting as Senators 
but simply as Citizens. As soon as the legislative power speaks, all 
revert to equality; every other authority is silent in its presence; its 
voice is the voice of God on earth. The King himself, although he 
presides over the Diet, has not then, I maintain, the right to vote 
in it unless he is a Polish nobleman. 

[3] I will probably be told at this point that I am proving too 
much, and that if the Senators have no vote in the Diet in their 
capacity as Senators, they ought not to have it in their capacity as 
citizens either, since the members of the knightly order do not vote 
in the Diet in person but only through their representatives, which 
the Senators are not. And why should they vote in the Diet as 
individuals, since no other nobleman may vote in it unless he is a 
deputy? The objection seems to me solid in the currenr state of 
things, but it will no longer be so once the proposed changes will 
have been made; for then the Senators themselves will be perpetual 
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representatives of the nation, who, however, in matters of legislation 
will be able to act only with the concurrence of their colleagues. 

[4] It should therefore not be said that the concurrence of the 
King, the Senate, and the knightly order is necessary to draft a law. 
This right appertains exclusively to the knightly order, of which 
the Senators as well as the deputies are members, but in which the 
Senate as a body has no role. Such is or must be the law of the 
State in Poland; but the law of nature, this sacred, imprescriptible 
law, which speaks to man's heart and to his reason, does not permit 
legislative authority to be thus restricted, nor laws to obligate 
anyone who has not voted on them as the deputies have done, or 
at least anyone who has not voted on them through his representa¬ 
tives as the nobles have done as a body. This sacred law cannot be 
violated with impunity, and the state of weakness to which so great 
a nation finds itself reduced is the product of that feudal barbarism 
which leads to cutting off from the State its most numerous and 
sometimes its most wholesome part. 

[5] God forbid that I should think it necessary to prove here 
what everyone with a modicum of good sense and stomach senses! 
And where does Poland propose to get the power and forces which 
it wantonly stifles [974] in its own bosom? Nobles of Poland, be 
something more, be men. Only then will you be happy and free, 
bur never flatter yourselves that you are so, as long as you keep 
your brothers in chains. 

[6] I am sensible to the difficulty of the project of emancipating 
your peoples. What I fear is not only the masters’ wrongly under¬ 
stood [self-]interest, amour propre and prejudices. This hurdle once 
cleared, I would still fear the serfs' vices and cowardice. Freedom 
is hearty fare, but hard to digest; it takes very healthy stomachs to 
tolerate it. I laugh at those degraded peoples who, letting plotters 
rouse them to riot, dare to speak of freedom without so much as 
an idea of it, and, their hearts full of all the vices of slaves, imagine 
that all it takes to be free is to be unruly. Proud and holy freedom! 
if these poor people only knew you, if they only realized at what 
price you are won and preserved, if they were only sensible to how 
much your laws are more austere than the tyrants' yoke is hard; 
their weak souls, the slaves of passions that should be stifled, would 
fear you a hundred times more than servitude; they would flee you 
in terror as a burden about to crush them. 
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[7] To emancipate the peoples of Poland is a grand and fine 
undertaking, but bold, dangerous, and not to be attempted thought¬ 
lessly. Among the precautions to be taken, there is one that is indis¬ 
pensable and that requires time. It is, before everything else, to 
make the serfs who are to be emancipated worthy of freedom and 
capable of tolerating it. I shall present below one of the means that 
might be used to this end. It would be rash of me to guarantee its 
success, although I do not doubt it. If there is some better means, 
let it be adopted. But regardless of what it may be, recognize that 
your serfs are men like yourselves, that they have in them the stuff 
to become all that you are: work, first of all, at activating it, and 
emancipate their bodies only once you have emancipated their souls. 
Without this preliminary, be prepared for your operation to turn 
out badly. 


[97S] 

[7] Means of Maintaining the Constitution 

[1] Poland’s legislation was made successively by bits and pieces, 
like all legislations in Europe. When an abuse was noticed, a law 
was made to remedy it. That law gave rise to other abuses which 
had to be corrected in tum. This way of going about it is endless, 
and it leads to the most terrible abuse of all, which is to debilitate 
all the laws by dint of multiplying their number. 

[2] In Poland the weakening of legislation happened in a rather 
singular and possibly unique way. Indeed, it lost its force without 
having been subjugated by the executive power. Even now the leg¬ 
islative power still retains its full authority; it is inactive, but sees 
nothing above it. The Diet is as sovereign as it was when it was 
first established. Yet it is without force; nothing dominates it, but 
nothing obeys it. This state of affairs is remarkable and deserves 
reflection. 

[3] What has preserved the legislative authority up to the present? 
It is the continuous presence of the lawgiver. It is the frequency of 
the Diets, the frequent renewal (of the mandates] of the Deputies 
that have maintained the Republic. England, which enjoys the first 
of these advantages, lost its freedom for having neglected the other. 
One and the same Parliament sits for so long, that the Court, which 
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would exhaust its resources buying it every year, finds it profitable 
to buy it for seven years, and does not fail to do 50. Your first 
lesson. 

[4] A second means by which the legislative power has been pre¬ 
served in Poland is, in the first place, the division of the executive 
power, which has prevented its trustees from acting in concert to 
oppress it, and in the second place the frequent passing of this same 
executive power through different hands: which has checked every 
sustained systematic policy] of usurpation. Each King took some 
steps in the direction of arbitrary power in the course of his reign. 
[976] But his successor, since he is elected, was forced to move 
backward instead of forward; and at the beginning of each reign 
your Kings were all constrained by the pacta convent a to start out 
at the same point. So that in spite of the habitual slope toward 
despotism, there was no real progress made [in that direction]. 

[5] The same was true of the ministers and the high officials. All 
of them, since they are independent of the Senate as well as of one 
another, enjoyed boundless authority in their respective depart¬ 
ments: but these offices, since they balanced one another and were 
not perpetuated in the same families, did not concentrate absolute 
force in them; and all power, even when usurped, always returned 
to its source. Things would not have been the same if the entire 
executive power had resided either in a single Body such as the 
Senate, or in a single family through inheritance of the crown. This 
family or this body would probably sooner or later have oppressed 
the legislative power and thus placed the Poles under the yoke 
which all nations bear, and of which the Poles alone are still free: 
for I have already ceased to count Sweden. Your second lesson. 

[6] This is the advantage; it is unquestionably great, but here is 
the inconvenience, which is scarcely lesser The executive power 
divided among several individuals lacks harmony between its parts, 
and causes a continual tug-of-war which is incompatible with good 
order. Each trustee of a portion of this power, by virtue of this one 
portion, sets himself above the magistrates and the laws in all 
respects. It is true that he recognizes the authority of the Diet; but 
since it is the only authority he recognizes, when the Diet is dis¬ 
solved he no longer recognizes any authority at all; he despises the 
courts and defies their judgments. They are so many petty Despots 
who, without exactly usurping the sovereign authority, nevertheless 
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oppress the Citizens piecemeal, and set the fatal and all too fre¬ 
quently followed example of violating without scruple or fear the 
rights and the freedom of individuals. 

[7] I believe that this is the first and principal cause of the anarchy 
that reigns in the State. I see but one way to eliminate it. It is not 
to arm individual tribunals with the public force against these petty 
tyrants; for this force, sometimes because it is badly administered 
and sometimes because it is overwhelmed by a superior force, might 
[977] stir up troubles and disorders which could gradually lead to 
civil wars: but, [instead], to arm with the full executive force some 
respectable and permanent body, such as the Senate, capable by its 
solidity and authority to hold to their duty Magnates tempted to 
stray from it. This seems to me an effective way, and it would 
certainly be so; but its attendant danger would be terrible and 
extremely difficult to avoid. For as can be seen in the Social Con¬ 
tract, every body entrusted with the executive power has a strong 
and steady tendency to subjugate the legislative power, and sooner 
or later succeeds in doing so. 

[8] To guard against this inconvenience, you have been advised 
to divide the Senate into several councils or departments, each pre¬ 
sided over by the Minister in charge of that department; which 
Minister together with the members of each Council would change 
at the end of a fixed time and rotate with those of the other depart¬ 
ments. The idea might be good; it was that of the Abbe de Saint- 
Pierre, and he developed it at length in his Polysynodie. The execu¬ 
tive power thus divided and temporary will be more subordinate to 
the legislative, and the various parts of the administration will be 
dealt with more thoroughly and better for being dealt with separ¬ 
ately. However, do not rely on this means too much: if the various 
parts of the administration are always separated, they will fail to 
act in concert, and soon, working at cross-purposes, they will use 
up almost all their forces against one another, until one of them 
gains ascendancy and dominates them all: or else, if they do agree 
and act in concert, they will really constitute but a single body and 
be of one mind, like the houses of a Parliament; and in any event, 

I regard it impossible for independence and balance to be main¬ 
tained so well between them that their division does not invariably 
result in a center of administration in which all particular forces 
will invariably unite to oppress the sovereign. In almost all of our 
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republics, the Councils are divided in this fashion into departments 
which originally were independent of one another, and soon ceased 
to be so. 

[9] The invention of this division by chambers or departments 
is modem. The ancients who knew better how to maintain freedom 
than do we were not acquainted [97^] with this expedient. The 
Roman Senate ruled half the known world, and had not so much 
as the idea of these divisions. Yet this Senate never succeeded in 
oppressing the legislative power, although the Senators held office 
for life. But the laws had Censors, the People had Tribunes, and 
the Senate did not elect the Consuls. 

[10] For the administration to be strong, good and efficient in 
the pursuit of its aims, the entire executive power has to be in the 
same hands: but it is not enough that these hands change; if possible 
they should act only under the eyes of the Lawgiver and that it be 
he who guides them. This is the true secret of keeping them from 
usurping his authority. 

[11] So long as the Estates meet and the Deputies change fre¬ 
quently, it will be difficult to have the Senate or the King oppress 
or usurp the legislative authority. It is striking that the Kings have 
so far not attempted to make the Diets less frequent, although they 
are not forced, as are the Kings of England, to convene them fre¬ 
quently on pain of running out of money. Things must either 
always have been in a state of crisis which rendered the royal auth¬ 
ority inadequate to attend to them, or the Kings had made sure by 
their intrigues in the Dietines of always having the majority of 
Deputies at their disposal, or, because of the Itberum veto , they were 
sure of always being able to put an end to deliberations that might 
displease them and to dissolve the Diets at will. Once all these 
motives no longer obtain, the King, or the Senate, or both together, 
may be expected to make great efforts to rid themselves of the Diets 
and to make them as infrequent as possible. It is this, above all, 
that has to be forestalled and prevented. The means which I propose 
is the only one, it is simple, and it cannot fail to be effective. It is 
rather odd that prior to the Social Contract , where I present it, it 
had not occurred to anyone. 

{12] One of the greatest inconveniences of large States, the one 
which more than any other makes it most difficult to preserve free¬ 
dom in them, is that in them the legislative power cannot show 
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itself as such, and can act only by delegation. This has both bad 
and good aspects, but the bad aspects predominate. The Lawgiver 
as a body is impossible to corrupt, but easy to deceive. [979] Its 
representatives are difficult to deceive, but easily corrupted, and it 
rarely happens that they are not corrupted. You have before your 
eyes the example of the English Parliament and, because of the 
liberum veto, that of your own nation. Now someone who errs can 
be enlightened, but how can someone who is for sale be restrained? 
Without being well informed about Polish affairs, I would wager 
anything that there is more enlightenment in the Diet and more 
virtue in the Dietines. 

[13] I see two means of preventing this terrible evil of corruption, 
which turns the organ of freedom into the instrument of servitude. 

[14] The first, as I have already said, is frequent Diets, which 
by often changing representatives makes it more costly and more 
difficult to seduce them. On this point your constitution is better 
than that of Great Britain, and once the liberum veto has been abol¬ 
ished or modified, I see no other change that needs to be made, 
lest it be to add a few obstacles to returning the same representatives 
to two consecutive Diets, and to prevent their being elected a great 
many times. I shall return to this topic below. 

[15] The second means is to require the representatives to adhere 
exactly to their instructions, and to render a strict account of their 
conduct in the Diet to their constituents. As regards this, I can 
only marvel at the negligence, the carelessness, and I dare say the 
stupidity of the English Nation which, after arming its deputies 
with the supreme power, adds not a single restraint to regulate the 
use they might make of it during the entire seven years of their 
mandate. 

[16] I see that the Poles are not sufficiently sensible of the import¬ 
ance of their Dietines, neither of all they owe them nor of all they 
can obtain from them by expanding their authority and by giving 
them a more regular form. For my own part, I am convinced that 
while the Confederations saved the fatherland, the Dietines pre¬ 
served it, and that they are the true Palladium of freedom. 

[17] The Deputies’ instructions should be drawn up with great 
care, with respect to the topics announced in the agenda, as well 
as to the other current needs of the State and the Province, and 
this should be done by a commission presided over, if necessary, 
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by the Marshal of the Dietine, [986} but for the rest made up of 
members chosen by majority vote; and the nobility should not dis¬ 
band until these instructions have been read, discussed and 
approved in plenary session, fn addition to the original copy of 
these instructions, handed to the Deputies together with their cre¬ 
dentials, a copy signed by them should be deposited in the records 
of the Dietine. It is on the basis of these instructions that they 
ought upon their return to give an account of their conduct to the 
report-session of the Dietine which should absolutely be restored; 
and it is on the basis of this accounting that they should either be 
excluded from ever again being deputies, or be declared eligible 
again if they have followed their instructions to their constituents' 
satisfaction. This scrutiny is of the utmost importance. It cannot 
be conducted too attentively, nor can its results be recorded too 
carefully. The Deputy must, with every word he speaks in the Diet, 
with every action he takes, anticipate himself under the scrutiny of 
his constituents, and sense the influence their judgment will have 
on his projects for advancement as well as on the esteem of his 
fellow citizens, which is indispensable for the realization of these 
projects of his: for after all the Nation sends Deputies to the Diet 
not in order to have them state their private sentiment but to declare 
the wills of the Nation. This restraint is absolutely necessary to 
hold them to their duty and to prevent all corruption, from what¬ 
ever quarter it might come. Regardless of what might be said on rhis 
subject, I see no inconvenience in this constraint, for the chamber 
of Deputies, since it has or should have no part in the detail of 
administration, cannot ever have to deal with an unforeseen matter: 
besides, so long as a deputy does nothing contrary to the express 
will of his constituents, they would not hold it against him that he 
voted like a good Citizen on a matter they had not anticipated, and 
on which they had reached no decision. 1 add, finally, that even if 
it did entail some inconvenience to keep the Deputies thus subordi¬ 
nated to their instructions, there would still be no comparison 
between it and the immense advantage of never having the law be 
anything but the real expression of the nation’s wills. 

[18] But then, once these precautions have been taken, no conflict 
of jurisdiction should ever arise between the Diet and the Dietines, 
and when a law has been carried in the plenary Diet I do not even 
concede to the Dietines the right to protest. Let them [981] punish 
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their deputies, if necessary let them even cut off their heads if they 
have prevaricated: but let them obey fully, always, without excep¬ 
tion, without protest, let them bear, as it is just that they should, 
the penalty of their bad choice; while allowing them to make as 
lively representations as they please at the next Diet, if they think 
it appropriate. 

[19] Since the Diets are frequent, there is less need that they be 
long, and six weeks' duration seems to me quite sufficient for the 
ordinary needs of the State. But it is self-contradictory for the sov¬ 
ereign authority to place restrictions on itself, especially when it is 
immediately in the hands of the nation. Let the duration of ordinary 
diets continue to be fixed at six weeks, by all means; but it will 
always remain up to the assembly to prolong this term by an express 
decision when business requires it. For, after all, when the Diet, 
which by its nature is above the law, says I want to stay, who is 
there to tell it, ! do not want you to stay. Only in case a Diet would 
wish to last more than two years, it could not do so: its powers 
would then end and those of another Diet begin in the third year. 
The Diet, since it can do anything, can unquestionably prescribe a 
longer interval between Diets: but this new law could only apply 
to subsequent Diets, and the Diet which passes it cannot take 
advantage of it. The principles from which these rules can be 
deduced are established in the Social Contract. 

[20] As regards extraordinary Diets, orderly procedure requires 
that they indeed be infrequent, and called only in situations of 
urgent necessity. When the King judges that such a situation exists, 

1 admit that he must be believed: but such situations might exist 
without his conceding that that they do; should the Senate then 
judge? In a free State, everything that might threaten freedom has 
to be anticipated. If the Confederations are retained, they can in 
some cases take the place of extra-ordinary Diets: but if you abolish 
the Confederations, provisions will necessarily have to be made for 
such Diets. 

[21] It seems to me impossible for the law reasonably to fix the 
duration of the extraordinary Diets, since they are absolutely depen¬ 
dent on the nature of the business for which they are called. Ordi¬ 
narily such business requires dispatch [9^2]; but since dispatch is 
here relative to the matters requiring attention which are not inte¬ 
gral to the regular routine of business, nothing can be legislated 
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about them in advance, and a state of affairs might arise which 
made it important for the Diet to remain in session until this state 
has changed, or until the [next replar] term of the ordinary Diets 
causes the powers of this [extraordinary] one to expire. 

[22] In order to husband the Diets’ precious time, one should 
try to rid these assemblies of idle discussions which only make for 
a waste of time. To be sure, Diets have to have not only rule and 
order, but also ceremony and majesty. I should even like this topic 
attended to with particular care and, for example, to have people 
sensitized to the barbarity and awful indecency of seeing the sanctu¬ 
ary of the laws profaned by the bearing of arms. Poles, are you 
more warlike than the Romans? yet never in the times of greatest 
trouble in their Republic did the sight of a sword defile the assemb¬ 
lies or the Senate. But I should also wish that by concentrating on 
important and necessary things, one avoid [attending in the Diet 
to] anything that can equally well get done elsewhere. For example, 
the Rugi, that is to say the review of the Deputies’ legitimacy, is a 
waste of time in the Diet: not that this review is not in itself import¬ 
ant, but because it can be conducted as well and better in the very 
place where the Deputies were elected, where they are best known 
and where they have all their rivals. It is in their own Palatinate, 
it is in the Dietine which delegates them that the validity of their 
election can be verified better and in less time, as is the practice 
regarding the commissioners of Radom and the Deputies to the 
Tribunal. This done, the Diet should admit them without dis¬ 
cussion on the basis of the Laudum they present, in order to avoid 
not only the obstacles that might delay the election of the Marshal, 
but above all the intrigues by which the Senate or the King might 
interfere with the elections and challenge subjects who might not 
be to their liking. What recently took place in London is a lesson 
for the Poles. I know well enough that this Wilkes is just a trouble¬ 
maker; but disqualifying him establishes the precedent, and from 
now on only subjects acceptable to the Court will be admitted to 
the House of Commons. 

[983] [ 2 3] One should begin by paying more attention to the 
choice of members with a vote in the Dietines. This would make 
it easier to identify those who are eligible to be deputies. The 
Golden Book of Venice is a model that should be followed because 
of its simplicity. It would be convenient and very easy to maintain 
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in each Grod a precise register of all the nobles who meet the quali¬ 
fications required to attend and vote in the Dietines. They would 
be entered in the register of their district as they reach the age 
specified by the laws, and remove those who should be excluded 
from it as soon as that is called for, recording the reason for their 
exclusion. By means of these registers, which would have to be 
authenticated in some form, the legitimate members of the Dietines 
as well as the subjects eligible to be deputies could easily be ident¬ 
ified, and this would greatly reduce the length of the debates on 
this topic. 

[24] Improved administration of the Diets and Dietines would 
certainly be most useful; but, I cannot repeat it too often, one 
should not will two contradictory things at once. Administration is 
good, but freedom is better, and the more you cramp freedom with 
formalities, the more means of usurpation will these formalities fur¬ 
nish. All the means you adopt to prevent license in the legislative 
order, good though they may be in themselves, will sooner or later 
be used to oppress it. Long and empty harangues which waste such 
precious time are a great evil, but it is a much greater evil for a 
good Citizen not to dare to speak when he has useful things to say. 
As soon as only certain people open their mouths in the Diets, and 
even they are forbidden to say everything, they will no longer say 
anything but what might please the powerful 

[25] Once the indispensable changes in appointments to office 
and in the distribution of favors have been made, fewer empty har¬ 
angues and fawning flatteries are likely to be addressed to the King 
in this form. Still, in order to cut down on the rambling and gibber¬ 
ish somewhat, every haranguer might be required to state at the 
beginning of his speech the proposition he wants to advance, and, 
after he has spelled out his argument, to give a summary of his 
conclusions, as the King’s men do in the law-courts. Even if this 
did not shorten [984] speeches, it would at least restrain those who 
only want to talk for the sake of talking, and to take up time doing 
nothing. 

[26] I do not fully know the Diets’ established form for sanc¬ 
tioning laws; but I do know that for reasons stared above, it should 
not be the same form as that in the Parliament of Great Britain; 
that the Senate of Poland should have administrative, not legislative 
authority, that in all legislative matters the Senators should vote 
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solely as members of the Diet, not as members of the Senate, and 
that the votes should be tallied by counting heads in both chambers 
alike. The use of the liberum veto may have stood in the way of 
drawing this distinction, hut it will be very necessary once the lib¬ 
erum veto has been abolished, and it will be all the more necessary 
as abolishing the liberum veto will deprive the chamber of Deputies 
of an immense advantage, for I do not suppose that the Senators, let 
alone the Ministers, ever shared in this right. The veto of the Polish 
Deputies corresponds to that of the Tribunes of the people in Rome. 
Now the Tribunes did not exercise this right as Citizens, but as Rep¬ 
resentatives of the Roman People. The loss of the liberum veto is there¬ 
fore a loss only for the chamber of Deputies, and the body of the 
Senate, since it loses nothing by it, consequently gains by it. 

[27] This being so, 1 see one defect in the Diet which calls for 
correction; namely that since the number of Senators almost equals 
the number of Deputies, the Senate has too much influence in the 
deliberations [of the Diet], and by its prestige in the knighdy order 
it can easily win the small number of voices it needs in order always 
to prevail. 

[28] I say that this is a defect; for the Senate, being a particular 
body in the State, necessarily has corporate interests different from 
those of the nation, and which may even in certain respects be 
contrary to them. Now the law, which is but the expression of 
the general will, is indeed the resultant of all the particular interests 
combined and in halance by virtue of their large number. But corpor¬ 
ate interests, because of their excessive weight, would upset the bal¬ 
ance, and should not be included in it collectively. Each individual 
should have his vote, no [corporate] body whatsoever should have 
one. Now if the Senate carried too much weight in the Diet, it would 
not only bring its own interest to bear on it, but make it prevail. 

[9^5] [29] A natural remedy for this defect suggests itself; it is to 
increase the number of Deputies; but I would be afraid that this 
might make for too much agitation in the State and come too close 
to Democratic tumult. If it should prove absolutely necessary to 
change the proportion, then instead of increasing the number of 
Deputies, 1 would prefer to decrease the number of Senators. 
And basically, I do not quite see why, since there already is one 
Palatin at the head of each province, there is still need for great 
Castellans. But let us never lose sight of the important maxim not 
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to change anything unnecessarily, neither by subtracting nor by 
adding. 

[30] It is preferable, in my opinion, to have a less numerous 
Council and to leave those who make it up more freedom, than to 
increase their number and cramp their freedom of deliberation, as 
one is invariably forced to do when this number grows too large: to 
which I will add, if I may be permitted to anticipate the good as 
well as the bad, that one should avoid making the Diet as large as 
it can be in order not to deprive oneself of the means of some day 
admitting to it new Deputies without [thereby creating] confusion, 
if ever it comes to ennobling the Cities and emancipating the serfs, 
as is to be desired for the sake of the nation’s force and happiness. 

[31] Let us therefore look for a means to remedy this defect in 
some other way and with the least change possible. 

[32] All Senators are appointed by the King, and hence are his 
creatures. Moreover, they are appointed for life, and on this basis 
they form a body independent both of the King and of the knightly 
order which, as I have said, has its own separate interest and must 
tend to usurpation. And I should not here be accused of contra¬ 
dicting myself because I recognize the Senate as a distinct body in 
the Republic, although I do not recognize it as a component order 
of the Republic; for the two are very different. 

[33] First, the King ought to be deprived of [the right of] 
appointing the Senate, not so much because of the power he thereby 
retains over the Senators, which may not be great, as because of the 
power he has over all those who aspire to be Senators, and through 
them over the entire body of the Nation. In addition to the effect 
of this change on the constitution, it will have the inestimable 
advantage of moderating the courtier spirit among the nobility, 
[986) and substituting the patriotic spirit for it. I see no incon¬ 
venience in having the Senators appointed by the Diet, and I see in 
it many benefits too obvious to require detailed description. Such 
an appointment could be made either all at once in the Diet, or, 
initially, in theDietines, by nominating a certain number of subjects 
for each vacancy in their respective Palatinates. Of these, the Diet 
would [then] choose or elect a smaller number, among whom the 
king might still be left the right to choose. But to go straightway to 
the simplest [solution], why should not each Palatin be elected 
directly by the Dietine of his province? What inconvenience has 
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arisen from this way of electing the Paladins of Polock and of 
Witebsk. or the Starost of Samogitia, and what would be the harm 
if the privilege of these three provinces became a right common to 
all provinces? Let us not lose sight of how important it is for Poland 
to turn its constitution in the direction of the federative form, in 
order to set aside as much as possible the evils that attach to the 
greatness or rather to the size of the State. 

[34] In the second place, if you see to it that Senators are no 
longer for life you will substantially weaken the corporate interest 
which tends to usurpation. But this operation is attended by diffi¬ 
culties of its own: first, because it is hard for men accustomed to 
manage public affairs to find themselves suddenly reduced to the 
private state without any failing on their part; second, because the 
positions of Senators are tied to the titles of Palatin and of Castellan 
together with the local authority that attaches to them, and the 
constant transfer of these titles and this authority from one individ¬ 
ual to another would lead to disorder and discontents. Finally, such 
term limits cannot be extended to Bishops, and perhaps they ought 
not to be extended to [cabinet] Ministers whose positions call for 
special talents and are therefore not always easy to till well. How¬ 
ever, if only Bishops held office for life, then the authority of the 
clergy, which is already excessive, would substantially increase, and 
it is important that this authority be counterbalanced by Senators 
who, like the Bishops, hold office for life and no more fear being 
removed than they do. 

[ 35 ] Here is what I would imagine as a remedy for these various 
inconveniences. I should like the positions of the Senators of [9S7] 
the first rank to continue to be for life. This, including besides the 
Bishops and the Paladins, all the Castellans of the first rank, would 
amount to eighty-nine Senators without term limits. 

[36] As for the Castellans of the second rank, I should like all of 
them to serve for a fixed term, either for two years, with new elec¬ 
tions for each Diet, or for longer if that is what is judged to be 
indicated; but always leaving office at the end of each term, if only 
to have re-elected those whom the Diet would like to retain, some¬ 
thing I would permit only a limited number of times, according to 
the project that will be found below. 

[ 37 ] Titles would be a weak obstacle, for since these titles confer 
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almost no other function than sitting in the Senate, they could be 
abolished without inconvenience, and instead of the title senatorial 
Castellans they would simply bear that of Senator-deputies. Since, 
with the reform [just outlined], the Senate, vested with the execu¬ 
tive power, would have a certain number of its members perma¬ 
nently assembled, a proportion of Senator-deputies would be 
required also always to attend it on a rotating basis. But this is not 
the place for such details. 

[38] With this scarcely sensible change, these Castellans or 
Senator-deputies would really become so many representatives of 
the Diet who would act as a counterweight to the body of the Senate 
and reinforce the knightly order in the assemblies of the Nation; so 
that the Senators for life, although they will have become more 
powerful by the abolition of the veto as much as by the reduction 
of the royal and the Ministers’ power which has been partly merged 
into their own body, could nevertheless not dominate the spirit of 
the Senate, and this body, thus composed half of members for a 
term and half of members for life, would be constituted in the best 
way possible to act as an intermediate power between the chamber 
of Deputies and the King, since it would be sufficiently solid to 
regulate the administration, and at the same time sufficiently depen¬ 
dent to be subject to the laws. The operation strikes me as good, 
because it is simple and yet far-reaching in its effects. 

[39] 1 do not pause here to consider how votes are to be tallied. 
It is not difficult to regulate in an assembly composed of about three 
hundred members. They manage it in London, in a much larger 
Parliament; in Geneva, where the General Council is still larger, 
and everyone lives in suspicion of everyone else; and even in Venice 
in the Great Council composed of some twelve hundred nobles, 
where vice and knavery are enthroned. Besides, I have discussed 
this matter in the Social Contract, and anyone prepared to take 
account of my opinion may look for it there. 

[40] It has been suggested, as a means of mitigating the abuses 
of the veto, that tbe Deputies’ votes no longer be counted by the 
head but by Palatinates Such a change should be considered with 
the utmost care before being adopted, in spite of [ 988] its advan¬ 
tages and of its being favorable to the federative form. Aggregated 
and collective votes always point less directly to the common 
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interest than do separate votes, individual by individual. Very often 
among the Deputies of a Palatinate there is one who, in their private 
deliberations, will assume ascendancy over the others, and sway to 
his opinion a majority which would not have sided with him if each 
vote had remained independent. Corruptors will thus have less to 
do and know better whom to approach; moreover, it is preferable 
to have each Deputy answerable for himself alone in his Dietine, so 
that no one can invoke the others as an excuse, the innocent and 
the guilty not be confused, and distributive justice be better 
observed. Many reasons come to mind against this collective form 
of voting which would greatly loosen the common bond, and could 
threaten the State with division in every Diet. By making the Depu¬ 
ties more dependent on their instructions and their constituents one 
achieves more or less the same advantage without any incon¬ 
venience. This assumes, it is true, that votes are cast not by ballot 
but by voice, so that the conduct and opinion of each Deputy to 
the Diet may be known, and that he may answer for them in his 
own and personal name. But since this matter of voting is among 
those 1 discussed with the greatest care in the Social Contract, it is 
superfluous to repeat it here. 

[41] As for elections, it may perhaps at first prove somewhat 
difficult to appoint so many Senator-deputies all at once in each 
Diet, and in general to elect a large number from an even larger 
number as the project I propose will periodically require: but on 
this point, recourse to the ballot, distributing to the electorate on 
the eve of the election printed and numbered cards listing the names 
of all the candidates, would easily eliminate this difficulty. The fol¬ 
lowing day the electors would come in a file and drop all their cards 
in a basket, having marked, each one on his own card, those for and 
those against whom he votes, according to the instructions at the 
top of the card. These cards would be read off right away in the 
presence of the assembly by the secretary of the Diet assisted by 
two additional [989] secretaries ad actum named then and there by 
the Marshal from among the Deputies present. Following this 
method the operation would take so little time and be so simple 
that without any argument or noise the entire Senate would easily 
be filled in a single session. It is true that a rule would still be 
needed to draw up the list of candidates; but that topic will have 
its proper place and will not be forgotten. 
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[42] It remains to speak of the King, who presides over the Diet, 
and who by virtue of his office ought to be the supreme adminis¬ 
trator of the Laws. 


[8] Of the King 

[1] It is a great evil for the Chief of a nation to be the bom enemy 
of the freedom whose defender he should be This evil is not, in 
tny view, so intrinsic to the office that it cannot be separated from 
it, or at least considerably reduced. Where there is no hope there 
is no temptation. Make usurpation impossible for your Kings, you 
will keep them from fantasizing about it; and they will devote to 
governing you well and defending you all the efforts they now bend 
on enslaving you. The Founders of Poland did, as Count Wielhorski 
has observed, give thought to depriving Kings of the means of doing 
harm but not of the means of corrupting, and the favors at their 
disposal give them ample means to do so The difficulty is that to 
deprive them of the granting of favors would seem to deprive them 
of everything: yet this is precisely what one ought not to do; for it 
would be tantamount to not having a King at all, and I believe it 
impossible for so large a State as Poland to do without one; that is 
to say of a supreme chief who holds office for life. Now unless the 
chief of a nation is a complete non-entity, and hence useless, he 
has to be in a position to do something, and however little he does 
do, it must necessarily be either good or evil. 

[2] At present the King appoints the entire Senate: that is too 
much. If he has no share in appointing it, that is not enough. 
Although the Peerage in England is also appointed by the King, it 
is much less dependent on him because the Peerage, once granted, is 
heredi[99o]tary, whereas Bishoprics, Palatinates and Castellanships, 
being for life only, revert to the King for his appointment on the 
death of each incumbent. 

[3] I have said how it seems to me that these appointments should 
be made, namely the Palatins and grand Castellans for life by their 
respective Dietines; the Castellans of the second rank for a [specific] 
term and by the Diet. With regard to the Bishops, it seems to me 
difficult to deprive the King of their appointment, unless it be to 
have them elected by their chapters, and I believe that their 


211 



Government of Poland 


appointment may be left to him, except, however, that of the 
Archbishop of Gntezno, which naturally appertains to the Diet, 
unless the Archbishopric is separated from the office of Primate 
which should be solely at the disposal of the Diet. As for the Minis¬ 
ters, above all the ranking Generals and the heads of the Treasury, 
although their power, which acts as a counterweight to the King’s, 
should be reduced in proportion to his, it does not seem to me 
prudent to leave to the Kmg the right to fill these positions with 
his creatures, and I should at least wish that he be restricted to 
choosing from a small number of subjects submitted by the Diet. 
I admit that since he can no longer withdraw these offices once he 
has granted them, he can no longer absolutely count on those who 
fill them: but the power they give him over candidates is sufficient, 
if not to put him in a position to change the face of the government, 
at least to leave him the hope of doing so, and it is above all of this 
hope that it matters to deprive him at all cost. 

[4] As for the Grand Chancellor, he should, in my view, be 
appointed by the King. Kings are the born judges of their people; 
this is the function for which they were established in the first place, 
although they have all given it up: they cannot be deprived of it; 
and when they choose not to perform it themselves, it is within 
their right to appoint their substitutes to this position, since it is 
always they who must answer for judgments handed down in their 
name. The nation can, it is true, give them associate justices, and 
it must do so when they themselves do not act as judges: thus the 
Crown’s Court which is presided over not by the King, but by the 
Grand Chancellor, is under the supervision of the nation, and it is 
right that the Dietines should appoint its other members. If the 
King gave justice in person, I hold that he would have the right to 
be sole judge. In any case, it would always be in his interest to be 
just, and unjust judgments [99/] have never proven to be a good 
way to achieve usurpation. 

[;] With respect to the other dignities, the Crown’s as well as 
the Palatinates’, which are merely honorific titles and confer more 
glitter than credit, one cannot do better than to leave them fully at 
the King’s disposal: let him honor merit and flatter vanity, but let 
him not be in a position to confer power. 

[6] The majesty of the throne should be maintained with 
splendor, but it is important that of all the outlay required to that 
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end, as little as possible be left up to the King. It would be desirable 
for all of the King’s officials to be on the Republic’s payroll rather 
than on his own, and for all royal revenues to be reduced pro¬ 
portionately, so as to minimize as far as possible the flow of cash 
through the King’s hands. 

[7] It has been suggested that the Crown be made hereditary. Be 
assured that the moment this law is enacted, Poland can bid farewell 
forever to its freedom. They think that freedom can be sufficiently 
provided for by limiting the royal power. They fail to see that in 
the course of time these bounds set by the laws will be transgressed 
by gradual usurpations, and that a system adopted and uninterrup¬ 
tedly followed by a royal family is bound in the long run to win 
out over a law which by its nature constantly tends to slacken, [f 
the King cannot corrupt the Great by favors, he can always corrupt 
them with promises to be redeemed by his successors, and since 
the plans formed by the royal family are perpetuated together with 
the family itself, people will trust its commitments and count on 
their being fulfilled much more than when the elective crown 
plainly shows that the monarch’s projects end with his life. Poland 
is free because every reign is preceded by an interval during which 
the nation, restored to all its rights and resuming renewed vigor, 
makes a sharp break with the progress of abuses and usurpations, 
during which legislation rewinds itself and resumes its initial resili¬ 
ence. What will become of the pacta tonventa, the aegis of Poland, 
when a family established on the throne in perpetuity will occupy 
it without interruption and leaves the nation, between the death of 
the father and the crowning of the son, nothing but an empty, 
ineffectual shadow of freedom which will soon be destroyed by the 
pretense of the oath sworn by [992] all Kings upon their coronation, 
and by all of them forever forgotten the next moment? You have 
seen Denmark, you see England, and you shall see Sweden. Profit 
from these examples to learn once and for all that regardless of how 
many precautions one might pile one on top of the other, heredity in 
the throne and freedom in the nation will forever be incompatible. 

[8] The Poles have always had a tendency to transmit the Crown 
from Father to son, or to those next in the line of succession, though 
always according to the right of election. This inclination, if they 
continue to follow it, will sooner or later lead them to the misfor¬ 
tune of rendering the crown hereditary, and once it is they cannot 
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hope to struggle against royal power as the members of the Holy 
Roman Empire have struggled against the Emperor’s power, 
because Poland has not within it a counter-weight sufficient to keep 
a hereditary King subordinate to the laws. In spite of the power of 
several members of the Empire, if it had not been for the chance 
election of Charles VII, the imperial capitulations would by now be 
an empty formula, as they were at the beginning of the century; 
and the Pacta Conventa will become emptier still, once the royal 
family will have had the time to establish itself more solidly and to 
put down all the others. To state my sentiment on this subject in 
a word, I think that an elective Crown even with the most absolute 
power would still be preferable for Poland to a hereditary Crown 
with almost no power. 

[9] In place of this fateful law which would make the Crown 
hereditary I would suggest one to the opposite effect which, if 
adopted, would preserve Poland’s freedom. Namely to establish by 
a fundamental law that the Crown never pass from father to son, 
and that every son of a King of Poland be forever excluded from 
the throne. I say that I would suggest this law if it were necessary: 
but as I have a project in mind which would achieve the same effect 
without it, I defer the explanation of this project to its proper place, 
and on the assumption that it has the effect of excluding sons, at 
least immediately, from their fathers’ throne, I believe that a well 
secured freedom will not be the only advantage resulting from this 
exclusion. It will give rise to [gpj] this further very considerable 
advantage: that by depriving Kings of all hope of usurping arbitrary 
power and passing it on to their children, it will bend all their 
energies upon glory and the prosperity of the State, the only pros¬ 
pect left open to their ambition. This is how the Nation’s Chief 
will no longer be its bom enemy, but become its foremost Citizen. 
This is how he will make it his guiding concern to render his reign 
illustrious by useful institutions which will endear him to his 
people, earn him his neighbors’ respect, cause his memory to be 
blessed alter him, and this, not with the means to harm and to 
seduce which must never be left in his hands, is how his power 
should be increased in all matters that might contribute to the 
public good, He will have little immediate and direct force to act 
on his own, but he will have much authority to supervise and to 
inspect, to hold everyone to his duty and to point the Government 
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to its true end. To preside over the Diet, the Senate and all corpor¬ 
ate groups, to keep a strict watch over all office-holders, to exercise 
great care to maintain justice and integrity in all law-courts, to pre¬ 
serve order and tranquility within the State, to secure it a good 
position with the outside, commanding its armies in time of war, 
attending to useful projects in time of peace, these are duties par¬ 
ticularly related to his office of king, and which will keep him suf¬ 
ficiently occupied if he tries to perform them on his own; for since 
the details of administration are entrusted to Ministers appointed 
for this purpose, it should be a crime for a King of Poland to entrust 
any part of his own [administrative functions] to favorites. Let him 
do his job in person, or else give it up. An important point on 
which the nation ought never to yield. 

[10] It is on such principles that the balance and equipoise of 
the powers that make up legislation and administration should be 
established. These powers, in the hands of their trustees and in the 
best ratio possible, should vary directly with the number of those 
who hold them, and inversely with how long they hold them. The 
parts making up the Diet will approximate this optimum relation 
quite closely. The chamber of Deputies, being the more numerous, 
will also be the more powerful, but its entire membership will 
change frequently. The Senate, being the less numerous, will have 
a lesser share in legislation, but [994] a greater share in the executive 
power, and its members, since they participate in the constitution 
at both extremes will, some of them, be for limited terms, and some 
of them for life, as befits an intermediary body. The King, who 
presides over everything, will continue to be so for life, and his 
power, which remains very great as regards inspection, will be lim¬ 
ited by the chamber of Deputies as regards legislation, and by the 
Senate as regards administration. But in order to maintain equality, 
the principle of the constitution, nothing should he hereditary in it 
save the nobility. If the Crown were hereditary, then, in order to 
maintain the balance, the Peerage or the Senatorial order would 
have to be so as well, as it is in England. In which case the dimin¬ 
ished knightly order would lose its power because the Chamber of 
deputies, unlike the House of Commons, has not the power annually 
to open and to close the public purse, and the Polish constitution 
would be completely overthrown. 
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[9] Specifec Causes of Anarchy 

[1] The Diet, well balanced and equipoised in this fashion in all its 
parts, will be the source of good legislation and good government. 
But this requires that its orders be respected and followed. The 
contempt for laws and the anarchy in which Poland has lived up 
to now are due to causes that are easy to see. 1 have already pointed 
out the principal one above, and indicated the remedy. The other 
contributing causes are, (1) the liberum veto , (2) the confederations, 
and (3) the abuse by private individuals of the right they have been 
left to keep armed men in their service. 

[2] This last abuse is such that, if it is not eliminated from the 
outset, all other reforms will prove useless. So long as private indi¬ 
viduals have the power to resist the executive force, they will believe 
they have the right to do so, and so long as they engage in small 
wars with one another, how can the State be at peace? I admit that 
strongholds require garrisons; but what is the need for strongholds 
that are strong only against Citizens and [995] weak against the 
enemy? I am afraid that this reform will meet with difficulties; how¬ 
ever, I do not believe that they are insuperable, and provided a 
powerful Citizen is but reasonable, he will readily consent no longer 
to keep armed men of his own once no one else has any. 

[3] I intend to speak about military establishments in the sequel; 

I therefore refer to that section whal I might have to say [about it] 
in this one. 

[4] The liberum veto is not in itself a vicious right, but as soon 
as it exceeds its bounds it becomes the most dangerous of abuses: 
it used to be the guarantor of public freedom; now it is nothing 
but the instrument of oppression. The only way to eliminate this 
fatal abuse is to destroy its cause entirely. But the human heart is 
such that it clings to personal privilege more than to greater and 
more general advantages. Only a patriotism enlightened by experi¬ 
ence can leant to sacrifice for the sake of greater goods a brilliant 
right grown pernicious through abuse, and henceforth inseparable 
from that abuse. All Poles must feel keenly the evils which this 
wretched right has made them suffer. If ihey love order and peace, 
they have no way to establish either in their midst as long as they 
allow this right to remain in effect among them, a right that is good 
during the formation of the body politic or when it is in its full 
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perfection, but that is absurd and faral so long as changes remain 
to be made, and it is impossible that there not always remain some 
changes to be made, above all in a great State surrounded by power¬ 
ful and ambitious neighbors. 

[5] The liberum veto would be less unreasonable if it applied 
exclusively to the fundamental points of the constitution: but its 
being available indiscriminately in all deliberations of the Diets, that 
is altogether inadmissible. One of the vices of the Polish constitution 
is that it fails to distinguish sufficiently clearly between legislation 
and administration, and that in the course of exercising legislative 
power, the Diet mixes in bits of administration, performing indif¬ 
ferently acts of sovereignty and acts of government, often even 
mixed acts in which its members are simultaneously magistrates and 
legislators. 

[6] The proposed changes tend to distinguish more clearly 
between these two powers and thus to mark the limits of the liberum 
veto more clearly. For I do not believe that [996] it ever entered 
anyone’s mind to extend it to matters of pure administration, which 
would amount to annihilating civil authority and all government. 

[7] By the natural right of societies unanimity was required for 
the formation of the body politic and for the fundamental laws that 
bear on its existence, such as, for example, the first one as corrected, 
the fifth, the ninth, and the eleventh, enacted by the pseudo-Diet 
of 1768. Now the unanimity required to establish these laws should 
equally be required for their abrogation. These, then, are points 
with regard to which the liberum veto may continue to apply, and 
since it is not a question of doing away with it entirely, the Poles 
who, without much grumbling, saw this right restricted by rhe 
illegal Diet of 1768 should not be troubled to see it reduced and 
limited by a freer and more legitimate Diet. 

[8] The principal points to be established as fundamental laws 
must be carefully weighed and considered, and they are the only 
points on which the force of the liberum veto will be brought to 
bear. This way the constitution will be made as solid and these laws 
as irrevocable as they can be: for it is contrary to the nature of the 
body politic to impose upon itself laws which it cannot revoke; but 
it is not contrary to nature or to reason that it should be able to 
revoke these laws only with as much formality as it took to establish 
them. That is the only chain it can impose on itself for the future. 



Government of Poland 


It suffices to consolidate the Constitution and to satisfy the Poles’ 
love for the liberum veto , without later exposing them to the abuses 
to which it has given rise. 

[9] As for the innumerable articles which have foolishly been 
included among the fundamental laws, and which merely make up 
the body of laws, as well as for all the articles classified under the 
heading '‘matters of State," they are, given the variable course of 
things, subject to unavoidable charges which preclude requiring 
unanimity for them. Furthermore it is absurd that on any question 
whatsoever a single member of the Diet should be able to bring its 
operation to a halt, and that the retirement or the protests of one 
or several Deputies should be able to dissolve the assembly and 
thus to break up the sovereign authority. This barbarous right must 
be abolished and the death penalty imposed on anyone who might 
be tempted to exercise it. If there were occasions for protest against 
the Diet, which cannot happen so long as (997] it is free and 
plenary, then this right might be conferred on the Palatinates and 
the Dietines, but never on Deputies who, as members of the 
Diet, should not bave the slightest authority over it nor challenge 
its decisions. 

[10] Between the veto which is the greatest individual force the 
members of the sovereign power can have and which should only 
be exercised with respect to genuinely fundamental laws, and a bare 
majority, which is the least force they can have and which applies 
to simple administrative matters, there are any number of pro¬ 
portions at which the required majority can be set, depending on 
the importance of the matters [under consideration]. For example, 
when it comes to legislation, one might require at least a three 
quarters majority, two thirds in matters of State, no more than a 
bare majority for elections and other business of routine and 
immediate interest. This is merely an example to explain my idea 
and not a proportion I am laying down. 

[11] In a State like Poland where souls still have great resilience, 
it might bave been possible to preserve this fine right of liberum 
veto in its entirety without much risk, and perhaps even with some 
benefit, provided it had been made dangerous to exercise it, and 
severe consequences attached to it for anyone availing himself of it. 
For, I dare say, it is outrageous that anyone who thus breaks up 
the operation of the Diet and leaves the State without recourse 
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should go home to enjoy tranquilly and with impunity the public 
havoc he has wrought. 

[12] If, then, in the event of an almost unanimous resolution, a 
single opponent retained the right to annul it, I would wish him 
to be answerable for his opposition with his head, not only to his 
constituent; in the post-session Dietine, but also subsequently to 
the entire nation whose misfortune he brought on. I should like it 
to be required by law that sis month; after his opposition he be 
solemnly tried by an extraordinary tribunal established solely to this 
end, made up of all the nation's wisest, most illustrious and most 
respected persons, which could not simply acquit him, but would 
either have to condemn him to death without possible pardon, or 
to bestow upon him a reward and public honors for life, without 
ever being able to adopt a middle course between these two 
alternatives. 

[gg 8 ] [13] Institutions of this kind, so favorable to energizing 
courage and the love of freedom, are too remote from the modern 
spirit to allow the hope that they might be adopted or appreciated, 
but they were not unknown to the ancients, and by means of them 
their founders were able to uplift souls and, when necessary, fire 
them with truly heroic zeal. In Republics with even harsher laws, 
generous Citizens have been known, at times when the fatherland 
was in danger, to dedicate themselves to death in order to get an 
opinion adopted that might save it. A veto entailing the same danger 
may on occasion save the State, and need never cause it fear. 

[14] Dare I speak here of confederations without sharing the opi¬ 
nion of the learned? They see only the evil which confederations 
do; the evil which they prevent has to be seen as well. Confederation 

is, without question, a violent state in the Republic; but there are 
extreme evils which render violent remedies necessary, and which 
one must try to cure at any price. Confederation is in Poland what 
the Dictatorship was among the Romans: both silence the laws in 
times of pressing peril, but with this great difference that the Dic¬ 
tatorship, being directly contrary to the laws of Rome and to the 
spirit of its government, ended by destroying it, whereas Confeder¬ 
ations, on the contrary, being but a means of consolidating and 
restoring a constitution under great strain, can tighten and reinforce 
the slackened spring of the State without ever being able to break 

it. This federative form, which may originally be due to a fortuitous 
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cause, strikes me as a masterpiece of politics. Wherever freedom 
reigns it is forever under attack and very often in danger. Every 
free state in which great crises have not been anticipated is in danger 
of perishing with every storm. The Poles are the only ones who 
have succeeded in extracting from these very crises a new way of 
preserving the Constitution. Without the Confederations, the 
Republic of Poland would tong ago have ceased to exist, and I 
greatly fear that it will not long survive them if it were decided to 
abolish them. Look at what has just happened. Without the Confed¬ 
erations the State would have been subjugated; freedom would have 
been destroyed forever. Do you want to deprive the Republic of 
the resource that has just saved it? 

[15] And let no one think that, once the liberum veto is [999] 
abolished and majority rule restored, confederations will become 
useless, as if their only advantage consisted in this majority rule. 
The two are not the same. The executive power associated with the 
confederations will invariably give them in times of extreme need 
a degree of vigor, of activity, of speed unavailable to the Diet, which 
is forced to proceed by slower steps, with more formalities, and 
which cannot make a single irregular move without overthrowing 
the constitution. 

[16] No, the Confederations are the shield, the refuge, the sanctu¬ 
ary of this constitution. So long as they endure it seems to me 
impossible for it to destroy itself. They must be kept, but they must 
be regulated. If all abuses were eliminated, the confederations would 
become almost useless. The reform of your Government should 
achieve this result. Only violent undertakings will still make it 
necessary to resort to them; but such undertakings are in the order 
of the things that have to be anticipated. Hence instead of abolishing 
the confederations, determine the situations in which they may 
legitimately take place, and then carefully regulate their form and 
function, so as to give them legal sanction as far as it is possible to 
do so without interfering with their formation or their activity. 
There are even situations the very occurrence of which should lead 
to an immediate confederation of the whole of Poland; as for 
example the moment when, on whatever pretext and short of out¬ 
right war, foreign troops set foot in the State; for, after all, regard¬ 
less of what may be the occasion of their entering, and even if the 
government consented to it, confederation at home is not hostility 
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toward others. Whenever, owing to any obstacle whatsoever, the 
Diet is prevented from meeting at the time stipulated by law, when¬ 
ever, at regardless whose instigation, men at arms are found at the 
time and place of its meeting, or its form is changed, or its activity 
suspended, or its freedom interfered with in any way; in all such 
situations the general Confederation ought to be in being by virtue 
of their very occurrence, private meetings and signatures are 
nothing but its offshoots, and ail its Marshals should be subordinate 
to the one who shall have been named first. 


[/ooo] 

[io] Administration 

[i] Without entering into details of administration about which I 
am equally lacking in knowledge and opinions, I shall only venture 
some ideas about the two areas of finance and of war, ideas which 
I must state because I believe them good, although I am almost 
certain that they will not be appreciated: but first of all I shall say 
something about die administration of justice which departs some¬ 
what less from the spirit of the Polish Government. 

[2] The two estates of men of the sword and men of the robe 
were unknown to the ancients. Citizens were neither soldiers, nor 
judges, nor priests by profession; they were all [of these] by duty. 
That is the true secret of hiving everything proceed to the common 
goal, of keeping the spirit of [loyalty to one’s] estate from taking 
root in the corporations at the expense of patriotism, and the hydra 
of chicanery from devouring a nation. The function of judge, in 
the highest as well as in the local courts, should be a transitional, 
testing state by which the Nation might assess a Citizen’s merit and 
probity, so that it might then elevate him to the positions of greater 
eminence he is found capable of fulfilling. This way of viewing 
themselves cannot fail to make judges particularly careful to place 
themselves beyond all reproach and generally to instill in them all 
the attentiveness and integrity which their position demands. This 
is how in the fair days of Rome men rose through the Praetorship 
to reach the Consulate. This is the way to see to it that with 
few clear and simple laws, even with few judges, justice is well 
administered, by leaving judges with the power to interpret and, 
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when necessary, to amplify the laws by the natural lights of upright¬ 
ness and good sense. Nothing could be more puerile than the pre¬ 
cautions the English take on this point. In order to avoid arbitrary 
judgments, they have subjected themselves to a thousand iniquitous 
and even outrageous judgments: swarms of lawyers devour them, 
endless lawsuits consume them, and with the mad idea of trying to 
anticipate everything, they have turned their laws into an immense 
labyrinth in which memory and reason alike get lost. 

[ rooi ] [3] You must have three codes. One political, another civil, 
the third criminal. All three as clear, short and precise as possible. 
These codes will be taught not only in the universities, but in all 
secondary schools, and there is no need of any other body of right. 
All the rules of natural right are better graven in the hearts of men 
than in all the jumble of Justinian. Just make them honest and 
virtuous and 1 assure you they will know enough [about] right. 
But all Citizens and especially public figures must be taught their 
country’s positive laws and the particular rules by which they are 
governed. They will find them in the codes they have to study, and 
all noblemen, before being entered in the golden book which grants 
them admission to a Dietine, have to pass about the subject of these 
codes, and especially on the first, an exam which is not a mere 
formality, and about which, if they do not know it sufficiently well, 
they will be sent back until they know it better. As regards Roman 
and customary right, all this, if it exists at all, has to be eliminated 
from the schools and the law courts. They should recognize no 
other authority than the Laws of the State; these should be uniform 
throughout the provinces in order to dry up one source of litigation, 
and the questions not settled by the laws will have to be settled by 
the good sense and the integrity of the judges. You may assume 
that once the magistracy is for its incumbents but a testing stage 
for higher office, they will not abuse its authority as much as one 
might fear, or that if such abuse does take place, there will always 
be less of it than there will be arising from the often contradictory 
masses of laws which, because of their number, drag out lawsuits 
endlessly, and because of the conflicts between them, make for 
equally arbitrary judgments. 

[4] What I am here saying about judges applies with even greater 
force to Lawyers. This estate, so respectable in itself, is cheapened 
and debased as soon as it becomes a profession. The lawyer ought 
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to be his client’s first and most severe judge. His work should be 
as it was in Rome and still is in Geneva, the first step on the way 
to magistracies; and indeed, in Geneva lawyers are highly regarded 
and deserve to be so. They are candidates for the Council, very 
attentive not to do anything that might bring them public disap¬ 
proval. I should like for every [zoos] public function thus to lead 
from the one to the next: so that no one could arrange to stay in 
the one he is in, turn it into a profitable profession, and place him¬ 
self above men’s judgment. This would perfectly satisfy the wish 
to have the children of wealthy citizens spend some time as lawyers, 
a state which will this way have been made both honorable and 
temporary. I shall develop this idea more fully in a moment. 

[5} I must note in passing at this point, since it crosses my mind, 
that entails and Primogeniture are contrary to the system of equality 
within the knightly order. Legislation should always tend to lessen 
the great inequality of fortune and power which places too great a 
distance between Magnates and simple noblemen, and which a 
natural progression invariably tends to increase. As regards the 
Property Qualification that would fix the amount of land a nobleman 
has to possess in order to be admitted to the Dietines, since I can 
see in it both good and evil, and since I do not know the country 
well enough to weigh the consequences, I simply dare not pro¬ 
nounce on the question. It would undeniably be desirable that every 
Citizen with a vote in a Palatinate own some land in it, but I would 
not much like its quantity to be fixed: in letting possessions count 
for much, are men then to count for nothing at all? What then! 
does a Gentleman cease to be noble and free for having little or no 
land, and is his poverty a sufficiently serious crime to cause him to 
lose his right as a Citizen? 

[6] Furthermore, no law should ever be allowed to fail into 
disuse. Be it indifferent, be it bad, it should either be formally 
repealed or vigorously enforced. This maxim, which is fundamental, 
will require reviewing all ancient laws, repealing many of them, and 
attaching the most severe sanctions to those that are to be kept. In 
France it is an accepted maxim of State to turn a blind eye on many 
things; that is what despotism always obliges one to do: but in a 
free Government it is a sure way to weaken the legislation and upset 
the constitution. Few laws, but well assimilated and above all well 
observed. All abuses that are not prohibited remain without 
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consequence. But whoever, in a free State, invokes law, invokes that 
before which every Gtizen trembles, and the King [/ooj] the first 
of all. In a word, tolerate anything rather than to wear out the 
spring of the law s; for once that spring is worn out, the State is 
lost without recourse. 


[11] The Economic System 

[i] The choice of economic system Poland should adopt depends 
on the end it sets itself in correcting its constitution. If your only 
wish is to become noisy, brilliant, fearsome, and to influence the 
other peoples of Europe, you have their example, seek to follow it. 
Cultivate the sciences, rhe arts, commerce, industry, maintain reg¬ 
ular troops, fortifications, Academies, above all a good financial 
system which makes money circulate well, which thereby multiplies 
it, which provides you with a lot of it; strive io make it very neces¬ 
sary, in order to keep the people in great dependence, and to that 
end foster material luxury as well as the mental luxury which is 
inseparable from it. This way you will form a people that is schem¬ 
ing, intense, greedy, servile and knavish like the others, forever at 
one of the two extremes of misery or opulence, of license or slavery, 
without any middle ground: but you will be reckoned among the 
great powers of Europe, you will be a party to all political systems, 
you will be sought out as an ally in all negotiations, you will be 
tied by treaties: there will not be a single war in Europe inro which 
you will not have the honor of being dragged; if happiness has it 
in for you, you will be able to recover your ancient possessions, 
perhaps conquer new ones, and then say like Pyrrhus or like the 
Russians, that is to say like children: “Once the whole world is 
mine I’ll get to eat candy.” 

[2] But if by chance you preferred to form a free, peaceful and 
wise nation which neither fears nor needs anyone, is self-sufficient 
and is happy; then you must adopt an altogether different method, 
preserve, restore among you simple morals, wholesome tastes, a 
warlike spirit free of ambition; form [ioof\ courageous and disin¬ 
terested souls; involve your peoples in agriculture and the arts 
necessary for life, make money contemptible and, if possible, use¬ 
less, seek, find more powerful and more reliable springs to achieve 
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great things. I grant that in following this path you will not fill 
newspapers with the noise of your festivities, your negotiations, 
your exploits, that the philosophers will not sing your praises, that 
the poets will not celebrate you, that you will not be much talked 
about in Europe: perhaps they will even pretend to hold you in 
contempt; bur you will live in genuine abundance, in justice, in 
freedom; but no one will pick quarrels with you, you will be feared 
without pretense, and I answer for it that neither the Russians nor 
anyone else will come again to lord it over you, or that, if to rheir 
misfortune they do come, they will be in an even greater hurry to 
leave. Above all, do not try to combine these two projects; they are 
too contradictory, and to try to reach both by going in opposite 
directions is to want to miss both. Choose then, and if you prefer 
the first alternative, stop reading me here; for everything I have left 
to propose pertains solely to the second. 

[3] The papers I have been sent unquestionably contain sound 
economic views. The flaw I see in them is that they are more partial 
to wealth than to prosperity. As regards new institutions, one 
should not leave it at looking to their immediate effects; one also 
has to anticipate carefully their remote but necessary consequences. 
For example the proposal to sell the starosties and for the use of 
the proceeds seems to me well conceived and easily carried out in 
the system prevalent throughout Europe of doing everything with 
money. But is this system good in itself and does it achieve its goal? 
Is it certain that money is the sinews of war? Rich peoples have 
always been beaten and conquered by poor peoples. Is it certain that 
money is the mainspring of good government? Financial systems are 
modern. I see nothing good or great come from them. The ancient 
Governments did not even know the word finance, and yet what 
they accomplished with men is prodigious. Money is at best the 
supplement to men, and the supplement [/005] will never be worth 
the thing itself. Poles, leave be all this money to others, or be con¬ 
tent with as much of it as they will have to give you since they 
need your wheat more than you do their gold. Believe me, it is 
better to live in plenty than in opulence; be more than pecunious, 
be prosperous. Cultivate your fields well, without worrying about 
the rest, soon you will harvest gold and more than you need to 
provide yourselves with the oil and wine you lack, since but for 
them Poland abounds or can abound in everything. If you want to 
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stay happy and free, heads, what you need are hearts and arms: 
they are what make up the force of a State and the prosperity of a 
people. Financial systems make venal souls, and as soon as all one 
wants is to profit, one invariably profits more by being a knave than 
by being an honest man. Money is used in misleading and secretive 
ways; it is intended for one thing and used for another. Those who 
handle it soon learn to divert it, and what are all the supervisors 
who are set over them if not more knaves sent to go shares with 
them? If all riches were public and visible, if transfers of gold left 
a discernible mark and could not hide, there would be no instru¬ 
ment better suited for buying services, courage, loyalty, virtues; but 
in view of its secret circulation, it is even better suited for making 
plunderers and traitors, and putting the public good and freedom 
on the auction block. In a word, money is at once the weakest and 
the most ineffectual spring I know to get the political machine to 
move to its end, and the strongest and most certain to deflect it 
from it. 

[4] Men can be moved to act only by their interest, I know; but 
pecuniary interest is the worst of all, the vilest, the most liable to 
corruption, and even, I confidently repeat and will always maintain, 
the least and weakest in the eyes of anyone who knows the human 
heart well. In all hearts there is naturally a reserve of great passions; 
when the only one left is the passion for money, it is because all 
the others, which should have been stimulated and encouraged, 
have been enervated and stifled. The miser has properly speaking 
no dominant passion; he aspires to money only by anticipation, in 
order to satisfy the passions he might some day experience. Learn 
how to foment and [roo6] satisfy them directly without this 
resource; it will soon lose all of its value. 

[5] Public expenditures are unavoidable; again, I grant it. Make 
them with anything other than money. In Switzerland one sees even 
today officers, magistrates and others on public salaries being paid 
in kind. They receive tithes, wine, wood, useful as well as honorific 
rights. All public service is discharged by corvees, there is almost 
nothing the State pays for with money. Money, it will be said, is 
needed to pay troops. This issue will be taken up in its place, 
shortly, This method of payment is not -without inconveniences; 
there is loss, waste: administering this kind of goods is more cum¬ 
bersome; the people m charge of it dislike it especially, because 
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there is less profit in it for them. All this is true, but how small 
that evil is by comparison to the evils it avoids! If a man wished 
to engage in malfeasance, he could not do so, at least not without 
it being obvious. The Bailiffs of the Canton of Berne will be cited 
in objection to me; but what are their vexations due to? to the 
money fines they impose. These arbitrary fines are a sufficiently 
great evil in themselves. Yet if they could exact them only in kind, 
it would be of almost no consequence. The money they extort is 
easily hidden, stores could not be hidden as readily. Ten times more 
money changes hands in the Canton of Berne alone than in all the 
rest of Switzerland; and its administration is correspondingly 
iniquitous Look in any country, any government and all over the 
earth. Nowhere will you find a great moral or political evil in which 
money is not involved. 

[6] I will be told that the equality of fortunes that reigns in 
Swit2erJand makes parsimoniousness in the administration easy: 
whereas in Poland the many powerful families and Magnates 
require large expenditures for their upkeep and the financial 
resources to meet them. Not at all. These Magnates have great 
inherited wealth, and once luxury ceases to be honored in the Stare, 
their expenses will be smaller, without distinguishing them any the 
less from lesser fortunes which will diminish proportionately. Pay 
for their services with authority, honors, high places. In Poland 
ine[/oo7]quality of rank is made up for by the advantage of nobility 
which makes those who occupy the various ranks more jealous of 
honors than of profit. By grading and judiciously distributing these 
purely honorific awards, the Republic accumulates a treasury that 
will not ruin it, and that will give it heroes for Citizens. This treas¬ 
ury of honors is an inexhaustible resource for a people with a sense 
of honor; and would to God that Poland could hope to exhaust it. 
Happy the nation that can find in its breast no further possible 
distinctions for virtue! 

(7] In addition to not being worthy of it, monetary rewards have 
the drawback of not being sufficiently public, of not constantly 
speaking to men’s eyes and hearts, of disappearing as soon as they 
have been conferred, and of leaving no visible trace which might 
arouse emulation by perpetuating the honor that should attach to 
them. I should like that all grades, all employments, all honorific 
awards be marked by external signs, that no public figure be allowed 
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ever to move about incognito, that the marks of his rank or dignity 
follow him everywhere, so that the people at ail times show him 
respect, and that he himself it all times have self-respect; that he 
might thus always keep the upper hand over opulence; that a rich 
man who is nothing but rich, feeling forever eclipsed by Citizens 
who are titled and poor, find neither deference nor approval in his 
fatherland; that he be forced to serve it if he wishes to shine in it, 
to have integrity out of ambition, and to aspire, in spite of his riches, 
to ranks that can be reached only through public approbation, and 
from which disapprobation can at all times cause one to fall. This 
is how to drain the force of riches, and how to make men who are 
not for sale. 1 strongly stress this point, persuaded as I am that 
your neighbors and above all the Russians will spare no effort to 
corrupt your officials, and that the major business of your Govern¬ 
ment is to endeavor to make them incorruptible. 

|8] If I am told that 1 am trying to turn Poland into a people of 
Capuchins, I answer first of all that that is nothing but an argument 
in the French fashion, and that jesting is not reasoning. I answer 
further that my maxims should not be stretched beyond my inten¬ 
tions and reason; that my object is not to abolish the circulation of 
[wolf .| specie, but only to slow it down, and above all to prove how 
important it is that a good economic system not be a system of 
finance and money. Lycurgus, in order to uproot cupidity in Sparta, 
did not abolish money, but made it of iron. As for myself, I do not 
propose to ban silver and gold but to make them less necessary, 
and to see to it that a man who has no gold or silver might be poor 
without boing destitute. At bottom, money is not wealth, it is only 
a sign of it; it is not the sign that should be multiplied, but the 
thing represented. I have seen, in spite of the travelers’ fables, that 
the English in the midst of all their gold were, man for man, no 
less needy than the other peoples. And, after all, what does it matter 
to me to have a hundred guineas instead of ten, if these hundred 
do not yield me a more commodious living. Monetary wealth is 
only relative, and, because of relations that can change for a thou¬ 
sand causes, one can find oneself successively rich and poor with 
the same sum; but not so with goods in kind, for since they are 
immediately useful to man they always have their absolute value 
which in no way depends on a commercial transaction. I will grant 
that the English people is richer than the other peoples, but it does 
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not follow that a bourgeois of London lives more commodiously 
than a bourgeois of Paris. Between one people and another, the one 
with more money enjoys an advantage; but this in no way affects 
the fate of individuals, and that is not where the prosperity of a 
nation lies. 

[9] Encourage agriculture and the useful arts, not by enriching 
farmers, which would only incite them to give up farming, but by 
making it honorable and pleasant for them. Establish manufactures 
of the primary necessities; constantly multiply your wheat and your 
men without worrying about the rest. The surplus produce of your 
soil, which will be in short supply in the rest of Europe because of 
growing monopolies, will necessarily bring you more money than 
you will need. Beyond this necessary and certain produce, you will 
be poor as long as you want more; as soon as you are able to do 
without it, you will be rich. This is the spirit I should like to see 
prevail in your economic system. To give little thought to other 
countries, to be little concerned with commerce; but at home to 
increase as much as [/009J possible both the food supply and con¬ 
sumers. The infallible and natural effect of a free and just Govern' 
ment is population. Hence the more you perfect your Government, 
the more you increase your people without even thinking about it. 
This way you will have neither beggars nor millionaires. Luxury 
and indigence will insensibly disappear together, and the Citizens, 
cured of the frivolous tastes opulence fosters, and of the vices 
associated with poverty, will place their cares and their glory in 
serving the fatherland well, and find their happiness in their duties. 

[10] I should like always to have more taxes borne by men’s arms 
than by their purse; to have roads, Bridges, public buildings, the 
service of Prince and of State performed by corvees and not paid 
for by money. This sort of tax is basically the least burdensome 
and above all the one least liable to be abused: for money disappears 
in leaving the hands that pay it, but everyone sees what men do, 
and they cannot be overburdened at a pure loss. I know that this 
method is impracticable where luxury, commerce and the arts reign: 
but nothing is as easy among a simple people with good morals, 
and nothing is more useful for keeping them so: that is another 
reason to prefer it. 

[11] I return, then, to the starosties, and I once again agree that 
the project of selling them in order to use the proceeds to the benefit 
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of the public treasury is good and sound in terms of its economic 
objective; but as to its political and moral objective, this project is 
so little to my liking that if the starosties were sold, I should wish 
them to be bought back and used as the fund for the salaries and 
rewards of those who might serve the fatherland or deserve well of 
it. In a word, I should like that, if it were possible, there be no 
public treasury, and the taxing authority not even know about pay¬ 
ments in money. I am sensible to the fact that this is not strictly 
possible; but the spirit of the government should always tend to 
making it possible, and nothing is more contrary to this spirit than 
the sale in question. The Republic would be richer for it, it is true; 
but the mainspring of government would be correspondingly 
weaker for it. 

[12] I recognize that managers would find the management of 
public goods more difficult and above all less agreeable [io/o] once 
all these goods are in kind rather than in money: but this manage¬ 
ment and its supervision must then be made into so many tests of 
good sense, of vigilance, and above all of integrity for reaching more 
eminent positions. One would, in this respect, simply be imitating 
the municipal administration of Lyon, where one has to begin by 
being the Administrator of the Municipal Charity Hospital before 
proceeding to civic office, and the judgment as to whether one is 
worthy of the other offices is based on how well one acquits oneself 
of the first. The Quaestors of the Roman army were models of 
integrity because the Quaestorship was the first step on the way to 
curule office. In the positions that might tempt covetousness, one 
has to see to it that ambition repress it. The greatest good to result 
from this is not what is saved from embezzlements; but making 
disinterestedness honorable, and rendering respectable a poverty- 
due to integrity. 

[13] The revenues of the Republic do not meet its expenses; I 
should think not; Citizens do not want to pay anything at all. But 
men who want to be free ought not to be slaves to their purse, and 
where is the State where freedom does not have to be paid for, and 
even very dear? I will be told about Switzerland; but as I have 
already said, in Switzerland the Citizens themselves perform the 
functions for which everywhere else they prefer to pay so that others 
perform them. They are soldiers, officers, magistrates, laborers: 
they are everything in the service of the State, and as they are ever 
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ready to pay with their person, they need not also pay with their 
purse. When the Poles arc ready to do the same, they will no more 
need money than do the Swiss: but if a large State refuses to act 
on the maxims of small Republics, it should not look for their 
advantages, nor should it seek the effect while rejecting the means 
to achieve it. If Poland were what I would wish it to be, a confeder¬ 
ation of thirty-three small States, it would combine the force of 
great Monarchies with the freedom of small Republics; but this 
would require renouncing ostentation, and I am afraid that this is 
the most difficult issue. 

[14] Of all the bases for a tax, the most convenient and the least 
costly is, without [ion\ question, capitation; but it is also the most 
forced, the most arbitrary, and that is undoubtedly why Montes¬ 
quieu finds it servile, although it was the only one practiced by the 
Romans and it still continues in existence at the present time in 
several Republics, under other names, it is true, as in Geneva, where 
it is called paying the Guards and only Citizens and Bourgeois pay 
it, while residents and natives pay other taxes; which is precisely 
rhe opposite of Montesquieu’s idea. 

[15] But since it is unjust and unreasonable to tax people who 
have nothing, taxes on property are always preferable to taxes on 
persons. Except that one has to avoid those that are difficult and 
costly to collect, and especially those that can be evaded by contra¬ 
band, which is unproductive [of revenue], fills the State with cheats 
and brigands, and corrupts the Citizens' loyalty. Taxation has to 
be so nicely proportioned that fraud is more troublesome than 
profitable. Hence never a tax on what is easily hidden, like lace and 
jewelry; it is better to prohibit wearing them than to prohibit 
importing them. In France the temptation for contraband is freely 
encouraged, and this leads me to believe that the Revenue Service 
finds it in its interest that there be people involved in contraband. 
This system is abominable and in every way contrary to good sense. 
Experience teaches that tax stamps are particularly burdensome to 
the poor, interfere with trade, greatly increase chicanery, and make 
the people complain a great deal wherever they are established; I 
would not advise considering them. A tax on livestock seems to me 
much better, provided fraud is avoided, for every possible fraud is 
always a source of evils. But it might be burdensome to the tax¬ 
payers because it has to be paid in money, and the proceeds of 
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contributions of this kind are too subject to being diverted from 
their destination. 

[16] The best tax, in my opinion, the most natural and the one 
which is in no way subject to fraud, is a proportional tax on land, 
and on all land without exception, as proposed by Marshal de 
Vauban and the Abbe de Saint-Pierre; for after all what produces 
is what ought to pay. AH lands, the King’s, the Nobles’, the 
Church’s, the Commons must pay equally, that is to say in pro- 
[/o/2]portion to size and productivity, regardless of who may be 
the proprietor. Such a charge would seem to call for an extensive 
and costly preliminary operation, namely a general land registry. 
But this expense can be avoided easily, and even to good advantage, 
by assessing the tax not directly, on the land, but on its produce, 
which would be even more just; that is to say by establishing a 
tithe of whatever proportion is deemed appropriate, which would 
be levied in kind on the harvest, like the ecclesiastical tithe, and, 
in order to avoid the bother of management and storage, these 
Tithes would be leased by auction, as they are by the priests. Thus 
private individuals would be required to pay the Tithe only on their 
harvest, and they would pay out of their purse only if that is what 
they prefer to do, at a rate fixed by the government. These leases, 
pooled, could be made an item of trade through the sale of the 
foodstuffs they produce, and which could be sent abroad by way 
of Danzig or of Riga. This way one would also avoid all the costs 
of collection and administration, all those swarms of clerks and 
functionaries whom the people find so odious and the public so 
bothersome and, most important of all, the republic would have 
money without the citizens having to give it any: for I cannot repeat 
often enough that what makes the poll-tax and all taxes burdensome 
to the tiller of the soil is that they are monetary, and that he must 
begin by selling in order to be able to pay. 


[12] The Military System 

[1] Of all of the Republic's expenses, the upkeep of the Crown’s 
army is the most considerable, and surely the services this army 
renders are not commensurate to what its costs. Yet, it will immedi¬ 
ately be said, troops are needed to protect the State. I would grant 
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it if these troops did indeed protect it: but \ do not see that this 
army ever guaranteed against any invasion, and I am rather afraid 
it will no more do so in the future. 

{2] Poland is surrounded by warlike powers [/o/j] with large, 
perfectly disciplined, permanently standing armies, to which Poland 
could not, even with the utmost efforts, ever oppose similar forces 
without soon exhausting itself, especially given the deplorable state 
in which the brigands who are ravaging it will leave it. Besides, its 
neighbors would never let it do so, and if, with the means of the 
most vigorous administration, it tried to put its army on a respect¬ 
able footing, its neighbors, intent on preventing it from doing so, 
would promptly crush it before it could carry out its project. No, 
if it wants only to imitate them, it will never resist them. 

[3] The Polish nation is different in nature, in government, in 
morals, in language, not only from its neighbors, but from all the 
rest of Europe. I should wish it also to differ in its military consti¬ 
tution, its tactics, its discipline, always being itself and nor another. 
Only then will it be all it is capable of being, and draw forth from 
its bosom all the resources it can muster. The most inviolable law 
of nature is the law of the stronger. No legislation, no constitution 
can exempt from this law. To look for the means of guaranteeing 
yourselves against the invasions of a neighbor stronger than you is 
to look for a chimera. It would be an even greater one to try to 
make conquests and to acquire offensive force; it is incompatible 
with the form of your government. Whoever wants to be free ought 
not to want to be a conqueror. The Romans were so by necessity 
and, so to speak, in spite of themselves. War was a necessary remedy 
for the vice of their constitution. Always attacked and always vic¬ 
torious, they were the only disciplined people among barbarians, 
and became the masters of the world by always defending them¬ 
selves, Your situation is so different that you could not even defend 
yourselves against whoever might attack you. You will never have 
offensive force; it will be a long time before you have defensive 
force; but soon you will have or, more precisely, you already have 
the force to preserve yourselves, which will secure you, even if sub¬ 
jugated, against destruction, and preserve your government and 
your freedom in its one and true sanctuary, the heart of the Poles. 

[4J Regular troops, the scourge and depopulators of Europe, 
[1014} are good for only two purposes: to attack and conquer 
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neighbors, or to shackle and enslave Citizens. Both are equally 
foreign to you: therefore renounce the means to attain them. The 
State must not be left without defenders, 1 know; but its true 
defenders are its members. Each citizen ought to be a soldier by 
duty, none by profession. Such was the military system of the 
Romans; such is that of the Swiss now; such ought to be that of 
every free State, especially of Poland. Since it is not in a position 
to hire an army sufficient to defend it, it must, when it needs an 
army, find it among its inhabitants. Only a good militia, a genuine, 
well-trained militia is capable of achieving this end. This militia 
will cost the Republic little, it will always be ready to serve it, and 
will serve it well, because after all one always defends one’s own 
goods better than another’s. 

[5] Count Wielhorski proposes raising one Regiment per Palatin¬ 
ate, and always keeping it on active footing. This assumes that the 
Crown’s army or at least the infantry gets disbanded: for I believe 
that maintaining these thirty-three Regiments would overburden 
the republic excessively if, in addition, it had to pay for the crown’s 
army. This change would have its advantages, and it seems to me 
easy to make, but it can also become burdensome and its abuses 
will be difficult to prevent. 1 would not favor scattering the soldiers 
to maintain order in towns and villages; it would be bad discipline 
for them. Soldiers, above all professional ones, should never be left 
in charge of their own conduct, and they should even less be 
entrusted with any oversight of citizens. They should always march 
and live together in a body: always subordinated and supervised, 
they should be nothing but blind instruments in the hands of their 
officers. However small a supervisory role they might be assigned, 
it would lead to acts of violence, irritations, abuses without number; 
the soldiers and the population would become enemies: a misfortune 
that accompanies regular troops everywhere: the [proposed] stand¬ 
ing regiments would take on their spirit, and that spirit is never 
favorable to freedom. The Roman republic was destroyed by its 
legions when the remoteness of its conquests forced it [70/5] always 
to have some on active footing. Once again, the Poles should not 
look about them with a view to imitating even the good that is done 
elsewhere. Such a good relative to entirely different constitutions 
would be an evil in theirs. They should exclusively do what suits 
them and not what others do. 
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[6] Why not, then, instead of regular troops which are a hundred 
times more burdensome than useful to any people not animated by 
a spirit of conquest, establish in Poland a genuine militia exactly as 
it is established in Switzerland where every inhabitant is a soldier, 
but only when he has to be one? I admit that the instituted serfdom 
in Poland precludes arming the peasants right away: arms in servile 
hands will always be more dangerous than useful to the State; but 
pending the happy moment of emancipating them, Poland abounds 
in cities, and their inhabitants organized into regiments could, in 
times of need, furnish numerous troops whose upkeep, except in 
these times of need, would cost the State nothing. Most of these 
inhabitants, since they have no land, would in this way pay their 
taxes in service, and this service could easily be so distributed as 
not to be burdensome to them, even though they were being kept 
sufficiently trained. 

[7] In Switzerland every individual who marries must be pro¬ 
vided with a uniform which becomes his holiday dress, with a rifle 
and the full equipment of a foot-soldier, and he is enrolled in the 
company of his precinct. In summer, on Sundays and holidays, 
these militias are drilled in the order of their enlistment, first by 
small squads, then by companies, then by regiments; until their 
turn has come and they assemble in the field and one after the other 
set up small encampments where they are drilled in all appropriate 
infantry maneuvers. So long as they do not leave their place of 
residence, they are subject to little or no interference in their work, 
and therefore receive no pay, but as soon as they are in the field 
they draw rations and are paid by the State, and no one is allowed 
to send another in his place so that each may be trained, and ail 
see service. In a State like Poland enough people can be drawn from 
its vast provinces to replace the Crown’s army easily [ 1016 ] with a 
militia of adequate size and ever on the ready, and in which individ¬ 
uals would not find it particularly burdensome to serve because its 
membership would change at least once a year and be drawn by 
small detachments from all the corps, so that their turn would come 
hardly more than once every twelve to fifteen years. This way the 
entire nation would be trained, a fine and numerous army would 
always be ready in times of need, and it would cost much less, 
especially in peace-time, than the Crown’s army costs now. 

[8] But in order to succeed in this operation, one would have to 
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begin by changing public opinion about an estate which will indeed 
be entirely changed, and see to it that in Poland a soldier is no 
longer looked upon as a bandit who sells himself for a few pennies 
a day in order to live, but as a Citizen who serves the fatherland 
and does his duty. This estate has to be restored to the honor which 
it formerly enjoyed, and which it still enjoys in Switzerland and in 
Geneva where the best Bourgeois are as proud in their corps and 
under arms as they are in the town hall and in the Sovereign Coun¬ 
cil. To achieve this, it is important, in the selection of officers, not 
to take account of birth, position and wealth but only of experience 
and talent. Nothing is easier than to make skill in the handling of 
arms a point of honor for the sake of which everyone drills zealously 
for service to the fatherland in the sight of his family and of those 
close to him; a zeal impossible to arouse in the same way in a rabble 
recruited at random, sensitive only to how troublesome training is. 
1 remember the time when the Bourgeois of Geneva performed 
maneuvers much better than did regular troops; but the Magis¬ 
trates, finding that this instilled a martial spirit in the Bourgeoisie 
which did not suit their views, took pains to stifle this emulation, 
and succeeded only too well. 

[9] In the execution of this project one could without any danger 
restore to the Xing the military authority that naturally attaches to 
his position; for it is not conceivable that the Nation could be used 
to oppress itself, at least not when all those who make it up will 
have a share in freedom. Only with regular and standing troops can 
the executive power ever enslave the State. The great Roman armies 
were not misused so long as they changed with each Consul, and 
until [/0/7] Marius it never so much as occurred to any Consul 
that he might turn them into a means to enslave the Republic. It 
was only when the great remoteness of their conquests forced the 
Romans to keep the same armies on active footing for long periods 
of time, to induct vagabonds into them, to extend command over 
them indefinitely to Proconsuls, that these Proconsuls began to 
sense their independence and to try to use it to establish their own 
power. The armies of Sulla, Pompey, and Caesar became genuine 
regular troops, which substituted the spirit of military government 
for the spirit of republican government, so much so that Caesar’s 
soldiers regarded themselves as greatly offended when on the 
occasion of some mutual dissatisfaction he called them Citizens, 
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Quirites. In the plan I imagine and shall soon finish outlining, the 
whole of Poland will become warlike as much for the defense of its 
freedom against undertakings by the Prince, as against those by its 
neighbors, and I dare say that once this project has been properly 
implemented, the office of Commander-in-chief could be eliminated 
and reunited with the Crown without its causing the least threat to 
freedom, unless the Nation allows itself to be lured by projects of 
conquests, in which case I would no longer answer for anything. 
Whoever dares to deprive others of their freedom almost always 
ends up by losing his own; this is true even of kings, and even truer 
of peoples. 

[to] Why should not the knightly order, in which the republic 
genuinely resides, follow a plan like the one I am here proposing 
for the infantry? Establish in all the Palatinates cavalry corps in 
which the entire nobility would be enrolled, with its own officers, 
its own general Staff, its own standard, its own assigned emergency 
barracks, its set times for their yearly call-up: and let these brave 
noblemen practice close drill, marching, counter-marching, slow- 
marching, all sorts of formations, evolutions, being orderly and pre¬ 
cise in their maneuvers, acknowledging military hierarchy. I should 
not like it slavishly to imitate the tactics of other nations. I should 
like it to devise its own distinctive tactics, which would develop 
and perfect its natural and national dispositions, to train primarily 
for speed and lightness, to break formation, disperse, and regroup 
without strain or confusion; to excel in what is known as guerilla 
warfare, all the maneuvers appropriate to light troops, the art of 
sweeping over a country like a torrent, to strike [ioi8\ everywhere 
without ever being struck, always to act in concert even though 
separated, to cut communications, to intercept convoys, to attack 
rearguards, to capture vanguards, to ambush detachments, to harass 
large contingents marching and camping in a body; that it adopt 
the manner of the ancient Parthians, whose valor it has, and learn 
like them to defeat and destroy the best disciplined armies without 
ever joining battle and without leaving them a moment’s respite. 
In a word, have infantry since it is necessary, but rely only on your 
cavalry, and omit nothing in inventing a system that will place the 
entire fate of the war in its hands. 

[n] A free people is ill advised to have fortifications; they are 
not in the least suited to the Polish genius, and sooner or later they 
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become nests of tyrants anywhere. You will invariably be fortifying 
for the Russians the places which you think you are fortifying 
against them, and they will become constraints of which you will 
never rid yourselves. Ignore even the advantages of outposts, and 
do not bankrupt yourselves with artillery: none of that is what you 
need. A sudden invasion is a great misfortune, no doubt, but perma¬ 
nent chains are a far greater one. You will never succeed in making 
it difficult for your neighbors to enter your territory; but you can 
succeed in making it difficult for them to leave it with impunity, 
and that should be the object of all your cares. Anthony and Crassus 
entered the Parthians’ territory easily, but to their misfortune. A 
country as vast as yours always offers its inhabitants places of refuge 
and great opportunities to escape its aggressors. Ail of man’s art 
cannot prevent the sudden onslaught of the strong on the weak, 
but it can devise ways to respond, and when experience will have 
taught [your neighbors] how difficult it is to leave your country, 
they wilt be in less ofa hurry to enter it. Hence, leave your country 
wide open as did Sparta; but, like Sparta, build good citadels in 
the Citizens’ hearts, and just as Themistocles carried away Athens 
aboard its fleet, carry away your cities on your horses if need be. 
The spirit of imitation produces few good things and never any¬ 
thing great. Each country has advantages which are distinctively its 
own and which its insti[/o/p]tution ought to enlarge and to foster. 
Husband and cultivate those of Poland, it will have few other 
nations to envy. 

[12] A single thing is enough to make Poland impossible to subju¬ 
gate; the love of fatherland and of freedom animated by the virtues 
inseparable from that love. You have just given a forever memorable 
example of it. This love, so long as it burns in your hearts, may 
not secure you against a temporary yoke; but sooner or later it will 
burst forth, shake off the yoke, and make you free. Work, then, 
without relief, without respite, to carry patriotism to the highest 
pitch in all Polish hearts. 1 indicated above some of the means best 
suited to this end: it remains for me to detail here the means I 
believe to be the strongest, the most powerful, and even infallibly 
successful, if well implemented. It is to see to it that all Citizens 
constantly feel under the public’s eyes, that no one advance or suc¬ 
ceed save by public favor, that no position, no office be filled save 
by the nation’s wish, and finally, that everyone, from the least 
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nobleman, even the least peasant up to the King, if possible, be so 
dependent on public esteem, that no one can do anything, acquire 
anything, achieve anything without it. Out of the enthusiasm 
aroused by this shared emulation will arise that patriotic intoxi¬ 
cation which alone is capable of raising men above themselves, with¬ 
out which freedom is but an empty word and legislation but a 
chimera. 

[13] In the knightly order this system is easy to establish, if care 
is exercised always to proceed gradually, and not to admit anyone 
to the honors and dignities of State who has not first passed through 
the lower grades, which will serve as the gateway and the test for 
further promotion. Since equality among noblemen is a funda¬ 
mental law of Poland, a career in public affairs in Poland should 
invariably begin with the subordinate positions; that is the spirit of 
the constitution. These positions ought to be open to any Gtizen 
sufficiently eager to apply for them and confident he can fill them 
successfully: but they should be the indispensable first step for 
anyone, great or small, who wishes co advance in this career. Each 
is free not to apply for it; but once someone has entered upon it, 
he must, [/020] short of withdrawing voluntarily, either advance or 
be rejected with disapprobation. He has to know that, in every 
aspect of his conduct, he is being seen and judged by his fellow- 
citizens, that his every step is being observed, that all of his actions 
are being weighed, and that a faithful account is being kept of the 
good and the evil [he does], which will influence the whole of the 
rest of his life. 


[13] Project for Subjecting All Members of the 
Government to Graduated Promotions 

[1] Here is a project for graduating these promotions which I have 
tried to adapt as closely as possible to the form of the established 
government, reformed only with respect to the appointment of 
Senators in the manner and for the reasons set forth above. 

[2] All active members of the Republic, I mean all those who 
will take part in the administration, will be divided into three classes 
identified by as many distinctive insignia which those who will make 
up these classes will wear on their persons. The orders of knight- 
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hood which formerly were proofs of virtue are now nothing more 
than signs of the Kings’ favor. The ribbons and jewels that are their 
badge have about them an air of baubles and feminine finery which 
must be avoided in our institution. I would wish the badges of the 
three orders I am proposing to be plaques of different metals, the 
material value of which would be inversely proportional to the rant 
of those wearing them. 

[3] Before their first step in public affairs, young people shall be 
tested in positions as Lawyers, Assessors, even as lower court 
judges; as managers of some portion of the public monies, and in 
general in all the lower posts which provide those who occupy them 
with the opportunity to exhibit their merit, their ability, their accu¬ 
racy, and above all their integrity. This probationary state should 
last at least three years, at the end of which, furnished with the 
certificates from their superiors, and the testimony of the public 
voice, they shall ap[/02/]ply to the Dietine of their province where, 
after strict scrutiny of their conduct, those who are judged worthy 
shall be honored with a gold plaque bearing their name, the name 
of their province, their date of admission, and underneath this 
inscription in larger characters: Spes Patriae. Recipients of this 
plaque shall wear it at all times either attached to their right arm 
or over their heart; they shall assume the title of Servants of the 
State, and from the knightly order none but Servants of the State 
will ever qualify for election as Deputies to the Diet, Associate Jus¬ 
tices, Commissioners of the chamber of accounts, or be entrusted 
with any public function which appertains to the Sovereignty. 

[4] To attain the second grade one will have to have been a 
Deputy to the Diet three times, and each time to have obtained his 
constituents’ approval in the report-session of the Dietines, and no 
one may be elected Deputy a second or a third time unless he has 
such a record regarding his previous deputyship. Service as Associ¬ 
ate Justice or as a commissioner or a deputy at Radom shall be 
equivalent to a deputyship, and it will suffice to have sat three terms 
in any one of these assemblies, but always with approval, to qualify 
for the right to the second grade. So that, upon presentation of the 
three certificates to the Diet, the Servant of the State who has 
obtained them shall be honored with the second plaque together 
with the title of which it is the badge. 

[5] This plaque shall be of silver of the same shape and size as 
the preceding one, it shall bear the same inscriptions, except that 
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in place of the two words Spes Patriae will be found the following 
two, Civis electus. Those who wear this plaque shall be called Citi¬ 
zens elect or simply Elects and may no longer be simple Deputies, 
Associate Justices, or Commissioners of the Chamber [of accounts]: 
but shall be so many candidates for positions as Senators. No one 
will be admitted to the Senate until he has passed into this second 
grade and worn its badge, and all Senator Deputies who, according 
to this project, will be drawn immediately from among them will 
continue to wear it until they reach the third grade. 

[6] It is from among those who have reached the second grade 
that I should like to choose the Principals of secondary schools and 
the inspectors of primary education. They might be obliged to fill 
this position for a certain period of time before [1022] being admit¬ 
ted to the Senate, and would be expected to present to the Diet 
the formal approbation of the College of the administrators of edu¬ 
cation: without forgetting that this approbation, like all the others, 
always has to be endorsed by the public voice, which there are a 
thousand ways of consulting. 

I7] The election of the Senator Deputies will take place in the 
chamber of Deputies at each regular session of the Diet, so that 
they will hold office for only two years; but they can be continued 
in office or be re-elected two more times, provided that, each time 
they leave office, they first obtain from that Chamber a certificate 
of approbation similar to the one that has to be obtained from the 
Dietines in order to be elected Deputy a second and a third time: 
for without such a certificate received after each term of service one 
can no longer get anywhere, and one’s only recourse to avoid being 
shut out of government would be to start anew in the lower grades, 
which ought to be allowed in order not to deprive a zealous citizen, 
regardless of the fault he may Have committed, of all hope of erad¬ 
icating it and of succeeding. Furthermore, it should never be made 
the responsibility of some specific committee to issue or to deny 
these certificates or approbations; these judgments should always 
be made by the chamber as a whole, which will be done without 
difficulty or loss of time if the same method of balloting by Cards 
is followed in judging outgoing Senator Deputies as 1 suggested for 
their election. 

[8] It may perhaps be objected at this point that all these acts of 
approbation given first by specific bodies, then by the Dietines and 
finally by the Diet will not so much be awarded to merit, justice 
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and truth, as they will be extorted by intrigue and credit. To this 
I have but one reply. I believed myself to be speaking to a people 
which, while not free of vices, still had some resilience and virtues, 
and on that assumption my project is a good one. Gut if Poland is 
already at the point where everything is venal and rotten to the 
core, then it is in vain that it seeks to reform its laws and to preserve 
its freedom, it has to renounce doing so and bow its head to the 
yoke. But let us return. 

[9] Every Deputy Senator who will have been in that office three 
times with approbation shall by right pass to the third grade, the 
highest in the State, and its badge will be conferred upon him by 
the King upon his being nominated by the Diet. This badge will 
be a plaque of blue steel similar to the preceding ones and [1023] 
shall bear the following inscription Gustos tegum. Those who have 
received it shall wear it the rest of their lives regardless of how 
eminent a position they may attain, and even on the throne if they 
should happen to ascend it. 

[10] The Palatins and great Castellans will be drawn only from 
the body of the Guardians of the laws, in the same manner as these 
were drawn from the Citizens-elect, that is to say by the choice of 
the Diet, and since these Palatins occupy the most eminent positions 
in the republic and occupy them for life, in order to keep their 
spirit of emulation from going to sleep when they are in positions 
where all they see above themselves is the Throne, access to it shall 
be open to them, but in such a way that they can again reach it 
only through the public voice and by dint of virtue. 

[11] Let us note, before proceeding further, that the course I set 
out for the citizens to traverse in order gradually to get to the head 
of the Republic seems to conform well enough to the rhythm of 
human life so that those who hold the reins of Government, having 
the impetuosity of youth behind them, may nevertheless still be in 
the prime of life, and so that after fifteen or twenty years of being 
continuously tested under the eyes of the public they still have 
sufficiently many years left during which the fatherland may enjoy 
their talents, their experience and their virtues, and during which 
they themselves may enjoy in the foremost positions of the State 
the respect and the honor they will have so well deserved. Assuming 
a man begins his public career at twenty, it is possible that he 
already is a Palatin at thirty-five; but since it is rather difficult and 
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not even indicated for this gradual progression to proceed this rap¬ 
idly, one is not likely to reach this eminent position before one’s 
forties, and in my opinion that is the age best suited to bring 
together all the qualities one should look for in a statesman. Let us 
here add that this progression seems as appropriate as possible to 
the needs of the government. Calculating the probabilities, I esti¬ 
mate that every two years there will be at least fifty new citizens- 
elect and twenty guardians of the laws: numbers that are more than 
sufficient to recruit the two parts of the Senate to which these two 
grades respectively lead. For it is easy to see that although the first 
rank of the Senate is the more numerous, since it is for life it will 
less frequently have vacancies to (1024} be filled than the second 
which, according to my project, is renewed at each regular session 
of the Diet. 

[12J It has already been shown and it will shortly be shown again 
Chat I do not leave the supernumerary elect idle until they enter the 
Senate as deputies; in order also not to leave the Guardians of the 
laws idle until they return [to the Senate] as Palatins or Castellans, 

I would draw on this body to form the college of the Administrators 
of education about which I have spoken above. The Presidency of 
this college might be reserved for the Primate or some other Bishop, 
on condition of stipulating further that no other Ecclesiastic, even 
if he should be both Bishop and Senator, may be admitted to it. 

[13] There you have, it seems to me, a rather well graduated 
progression for the essential and intermediate part of the whole, 
namely, the nobility and the magistrates; but we are still lacking 
the two extremes, namely, the people and the King. Let us begin 
with the first, which until now has counted for nothing but which 
it is important finally to count for something if one wants to give 
Poland a certain force, a certain stability. Nothing could be more 
delicate than the operation in question, for although everyone is 
sensible to how great an evil it is for the Republic that the nation 
should as it were be confined to the knightly order, and that all 
the rest, Peasants and Bourgeois, should count for nothing both in 
Government and legislation, such, after all, is the ancient Consti¬ 
tution. Right now it would be neither prudent nor possible to 
change it all at once; but it might be prudent and possible to bring 
about this change gradually, to see to it that, without perceptible 
revolution, the most numerous part of the nation grow attached by 
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ties of affection to the Fatherland and even to the Government. 
This will be achieved in two ways: the first, scrupulously to observe 
justice, so that serf and commoner, never having to fear being 
unjustly harassed by nobles, get cured of the aversion they must 
naturally feel toward them. This requires a massive reform of the 
law-courts and special attention to the formation of the corps of 
lawyers. 

[14] The second way, without which the first is nothing, is to 
open a door to the serfs to attain freedom and to the Bourgeois to 
attain nobility. Even if this should not be practicable as a matter 
of fact, it should at least be perceived to be so as a possibility; but 
more can be done, it {/025] seems to me, and without running any 
risk. Here, for example, is a way which seems to me to lead in just 
this fashion to the proposed end. 

[15] Every other year, in the interval between one Diet and the 
next, a convenient time and place would be set aside in each prov¬ 
ince at which the Elect of that province who are not yet Senator 
Deputies assemble, under the presidency of a Gustos legum who is 
not yet a Senator for life, in a Censorial or welfare committee, to 
which would be invited not all Priests, but only those judged most 
worthy of that honor: I even believe that this preference, inasmuch 
as it represents a tacit judgment in the people’s eyes, might also 
introduce a measure of emulation among Village Priests, and protect 
a great many of them from the vile morals to which they are all 
too prone. 

[16] This assembly, to which elders and notables of all the estates 
might also be invited, would review proposals for projects useful 
to the province; it would receive reports from the Priests about the 
state of their own and neighboring parishes, and from the notables 
about the state of agriculture and of the families in their canton; 
these reports would be carefully checked; each member of the Com¬ 
mittee would add his own observations to them, and a faithful 
record would be kept of all this, succinct summaries of which would 
be drawn up for the Dietines. 

[17] It would review in detail the needs of overburdened families, 
invalids, widows, orphans, and provide for them proportionately 
from a fund formed by the voluntary contributions of the well-to-do 
of the province. These contributions would be all the less burden¬ 
some as they would become the only charitable contribution, since 
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neither beggars nor poor-houses should be tolerated anywhere in 
Poland. The Priests will, no doubt, set up a great hue and cry in 
favor of preserving the poor-houses, and this outcry is just one 
more reason for destroying them. 

[18] In this same committee, which would never concern itself 
with punishments and reprimands, but only with benefits, praise 
and encouragements, accurate lists would be drawn up, based on 
reliable information, of per[/026Jsons of all stations whose conduct 
was deserving of honor and reward.* These lists would be for¬ 
warded to the Senate and to the King to take into account as the 
occasion arises and always to select and to promote well, and it is 
on the basis of the information provided by these same assemblies 
that the Administrators of education would award the free places 
[in the secondary schools] about which I spoke above. 

[19] But the principal and most important function of this com¬ 
mittee would be to draw up, on the basis of trustworthy accounts 
and the carefully checked reports of the public voice, a roster of 
the Peasants who distinguished themselves by good conduct, good 
husbandry, good morals, the good care of their family, fulfilling 
well all the duties of their station. This roster would then be sub¬ 
mitted to the Dietine which would choose from it a number fixed 
by law to be emancipated, and provide in agreed-upon ways for the 
Owners’ compensation, by granting them exemptions, prerogatives, 
in short advantages proportionate to the number of their peasants 
found worthy of freedom. For it must absolutely be seen to that 
the emancipation of serfs brings the master honor and advantage 
instead of being a burden to him. Of course in order to avoid abuse 
these emancipations would be made not by the masters, but in the 
Dietines by [formal] judgment and only up to as many as the 
number fixed by law. 

* In such assessments, one has to take persons into account much more than some 
few isolated actions. True good is done with little show. A man can earn honors 
by his steady and sustained conduct, by private and domestic virtues, by fulfilling 
well all the duties of his station, and, finally, by actions that derive from his 
character and his principles, rather than by a few spectacular feats which find 
sufficient reward in public admiration. Philosophical ostentation is particularly 
fond of showy actions; but there are those who with five or six actions of this 
kind, brilliant, noisy and widely touted, have no other purpose than to mislead 
about themselves and to be harsh and unjust with impunity all life long. “Give 
us the smtll change of great deeds.” This woman's sally is most judicious. 
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[20] Once a number of families in a canton had been successively 
emancipated, entire villages could be emancipated, communes could 
little by little be formed in the canton [/027], they could be assigned 
some real property, some communal land-holdings as in Switzer¬ 
land, have some communal officers established, and once things had 
gradually been brought to the point where the operation can be 
brought to completion on a large scale without perceptible revol¬ 
ution, they could finally be restored to the right nature gave them 
to participate in the administration of their country by sending 
deputies to the Dietines. 

[21] All this having been done, one would arm all these peasants 
become free men and Citizens, register them in the army, train 
them, and end up with a truly excellent militia, one more than 
sufficient for the defense of the State. 

[22] One might adopt a similar method to ennoble a certain 
number of Bourgeois, and even without ennobling them reserve for 
them certain conspicuous positions which they alone would fill, to 
the exclusion of the nobility, and this would be done in imitation 
of the Venetians who, jealous as they are of their nobility , neverthe¬ 
less always allocate to a commoner, among other subordinate pos¬ 
itions, the second position in the State, namely that of grand Chan¬ 
cellor, to which no Patrician may ever lay claim. This way, by 
opening to the Bourgeoisie the door to nobility and honors, one 
would attach it by ties of affection to the Fatherland and to preserv¬ 
ing the constitution. Alternatively, one also might ennoble certain 
cities collectively, without ennobling individuals, giving preference 
to the cities where commerce, industry and the arts were most 
flourishing, and where therefore the municipal administration was 
the best. These ennobled cities could, like the imperial cities, send 
Deputies to the Diet, and their example would not fail to arouse 
in all the others a keen desire to secure the same honor. 

[23] The Censorial Committees responsible for this branch of 
beneficence — a branch which, to the shame of Kings and of peoples, 
has never existed anywhere - would be composed, though not by 
election, in the manner best suited to perform their functions with 
zeal and integrity; for their members are candidates for the Sena¬ 
torial positions open to their respective grades, and they would 
therefore try hard to deserve, by public approbation, the votes of 
the Diet; and they would provide enough work to keep these candi- 
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dates alert and in the public eye [1028] during the intervals that 
might occur between their successive elections. Note, however, that 
this would be done without changing their status during these inter¬ 
vals from that of plain Citizens of a given rank, because this kind 
of tribunal, so useful and so respectable, with no other function 
than to do good, would not be vested with any coercive power: so 
that I am not here multiplying magistracies, but only availing 
myself, along the way, of the transition from one magistracy to 
anorher, by making use of those who are to fill these magistracies. 

[24J Under this plan, graduated in its implementation into suc¬ 
cessive steps that could be speeded up, slowed down, or even halted, 
depending on its success or failure, one would proceed only at will, 
guided by experience, one would kindle in all the inferior ranks an 
ardent zeal to contribute to the public good, one would finally suc¬ 
ceed in instilling life in all the parts of Poland, and in tying them 
together so as to make but a single body whose vigor and strengths 
would be at least ten times greater than they can be today, and this 
with the inestimable advantage of having avoided all sharp and 
abrupt change and the danger of revolutions. 

[25] You have a fine opportunity to begin this operation in a 
splendid and noble fashion which should produce the greatest 
effect. During the misfortunes Poland has just suffered, the confed¬ 
erates must surely have received help and tokens of attachment from 
some of the bourgeois and even some of the peasants. Imitate the 
magnanimity of the Romans who were so scrupulous, after the great 
calamities of their republic, to heap proofs of their gratitude on 
strangers, subjects, slaves, and even animals who had rendered them 
some signal service during their misfortunes. Oh what a fine begin¬ 
ning it would be, in my view, solemnly to ennoble these bourgeois 
and emancipate these peasants, and to do so with all the pomp and 
circumstance necessary to make the ceremony august, moving and 
memorable! And do not stop with this beginning. The men thus 
distinguished should ever remain the favorite children of the father- 
land. They should be watched over, protected, helped, sustained, 
even if they should be a bad lot. They must at all cost be made to 
prosper their whole life long, so that, with this example placed 
before the eyes of the public, Poland might show to [1029] all of 
Europe what anyone who dared to assist it in its distress might 
expect from it in its prosperity, 
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[26] This is a rough idea and only by way of example of how 
one might go about having everyone see the road before him open 
to attain anything, having everything that serves the fatherland well 
gradually tend to the most honorable ranks, and having virtue open 
all the doors which fortune sees fit to dose. 

{27] But not everything has as yet been done, and the part of 
this project which it remains for me to detail is without a doubt 
the most awkward and the most difficult; it seeks to overcome 
obstacles which have invariably defeated the prudence and the 
experience of the most consummate politicians. Yet it seems to me 
that, assuming my project is adopted, the very simple measure I 
am about to propose removes all difficulties, prevents all abuses, 
and in its implementation turns what seemed to be yet another 
obstacle into an advantage. 


[14] Election of the Kings 

[1] All these difficulties come down to the single one of giving the 
State a chief whose selection causes no troubles and who does not 
attempt against freedom. What increases the difficulty is that this 
chief has to be endowed with the great qualities needed in anyone 
who dares 10 govern free men. A hereditary Crown prevents 
trouble, but brings on slavery; election preserves freedom, but 
shakes the State with each new reign. This alternative is unfortu¬ 
nate, but before I speak about the means to avoid it, permit me to 
reflect for a moment on how the Poles ordinarily dispose of their 
Crown. 

[2] First, I ask, why must they give themselves foreign Kings? 
What singular blindness led them thus to adopt the surest means 
of enslaving their nation, abolishing their practices, making them¬ 
selves the playthings of the other courts, and gratuitously magnify¬ 
ing the storm of the interregnums? What an injustice toward them¬ 
selves, what [/ojo] an affront to their fatherland, as if, despairing 
of finding among their own a man worthy to command them, they 
were forced to go seek, him afar. How could they have failed to 
sense, how could they have failed to see that the very opposite is 
the case? Open the annals of your Nation, you will never see it 
illustrious and triumphant save under Polish Kings; you will see it 
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almost always oppressed and debased under foreigners. May experi¬ 
ence finally come to the assistance of reason; see what evils you visit 
upon yourselves, and what goods you deny yourselves. 

[3] For, I further ask, how is it that it did not occur to the Polish 
Nation, after having gone so far as to make its crown elective, to 
take advantage of this law to instill in the members of the adminis¬ 
tration a spirit of emulation in zeal and glory, which by itself alone 
would have done more for the good of the fatherland than all the 
other laws together? What a powerful spring for great and ambitious 
souls this crown destined for the worthiest, and held up as a pros¬ 
pect before the eyes of every citizen capable of deserving public 
esteem! What virtues, what noble efforts must not the hope of 
acquiring its highest prize be expected to excite in the nation, what 
a ferment of patriotism in all hearts, if all knew that this is the only 
way to win this post which has become every individual’s secret 
desire, once it depended on themselves alone to come ever closer 
to it by dint of effort and services, and, if fortune favors, finally to 
reach it outright. Let us look for the best way to activate this great 
spring, so powerful in the republic and hitherto so neglected. I will 
be told that restricting the Crown to Poles alone is not enough to 
remove the difficulties in question: we will see about that shortly, 
after I have suggested my expedient. It is a simple expedient: but 
when I shall have said that it consists in introducing the drawing 
of lots into the election of Kings, it will at first appear to stray wide 
of the aim which I myself have just set. I ask please to be allowed 
the time to explain myself, or at least to be re-read attentively. 

[4] For if someone said: how can one be sure that a King chosen 
by lot has the required qualities to fill his position worthily, he 
would be raising an objection I have already met; since it is suf¬ 
ficient for this purpose that the King can be drawn only from [/oj/ j 
Senators for life; for since they themselves will have been drawn 
from the order of Guardians of the laws, and will have passed with 
honor through all the grades of the Republic, their having been 
tested their whole life long and earned public approbation in all the 
positions they will have filled will be sufficient guarantee of the 
merit and the virtues of each one of them. 

[5] Nevertheless I do not mean the preference even between 
Senators for life to be decided solely by drawing of lots: to do so 
would partly miss the larger goal at which one ought always to aim. 
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The drawing of lots should do something, and choice should do 
much, in order on the one hand ro check the intrigues and plots of 
foreign powers and, on the other, so intensely to involve all Palatins’ 
self-interest that they will not relax in their conduct, but will con¬ 
tinue to serve the fatherland zealously, so that they might merit the 
preference over their competitors. 

[6] I admit that the class of these competitors seems to me quite 
large if one includes in it the great Castellans who, under the pre¬ 
sent constitution, are almost equal in rank with the Palatins; but I 
do not see what the inconvenience would he in restricting immedi¬ 
ate access to the Throne to the Palatins alone. This would introduce 
a new rank into the same order, through which the great Castellans 
would still have to pass in order to become Palatins, and hence an 
additional means of keeping the Senate dependent on the lawgiver. 

I have already indicated that these great Castellans seem to me 
superfluous in the Constitution. If, for the sake of avoiding massive 
changes, they are nevertheless left their place and rank in the 
Senate, I approve of it. But in the gradation I propose nothing 
requires placing them on the same level as the Palatins, and since 
nothing prevents it either, there is no inconvenience in opting for 
whichever alternative is judged to he the best. My assumption here 
is that this preferred alternative will be to open immediate access 
to the throne only to the Palatins. 

[7] Directly after the death of the King, then, that is to say after 
the briefest interval possible and fixed by law, the electoral Diet 
shall be solemnly convened; the names of all the Palatins shall be 
placed in competition and of these three shall be drawn by lot with 
all due precautions to make sure no fraud adulterates the process. 
These three names shall be announced out loud to the assembly 
which, at the same session and by [1032] majority vote, shall choose 
the one it prefers, and he shall be proclaimed King that same day. 

[8] I admit that this form of election will be found to have one 
great inconvenience: that the nation cannot freely choose among the 
Palatins the one whom it most honors and cherishes, and judges 
worthiest of the kingship. But this inconvenience is not new in 
Poland where in several elections, and especially in the last, we have 
seen the Nation forced to choose without regard for those it favors 
someone it would have rejected: but in exchange for this advantage 
which it no longer had [anyway] and which it [would now formally] 


250 



fi 4 j Election of the Kings 


sacrifice, how many other more important ones it gains from this 
form of election! 

[9] First of all, the drawing of lots at once checks the factions 
and plots of foreign Nations which cannot influence this election, 
being too uncertain of success to invest much effort in it, since even 
fraud would be insufficient on behalf of a subject whom the nation 
can always reject, This advantage alone is so great that it insures 
calm for Poland, stifles venality in the republic, and makes election 
almost as tranquil as hereditary succession. 

[toj The same advantage obtains against the intrigues of the can¬ 
didates themselves. For who among them would go to the trouble 
of securing for himself a preference that does not depend on men, 
and sacrifice his fortune for the sake of an outcome with so many 
odds of failing for one of succeeding? Let us add that those whom 
the lottery has favored will not have the time to buy voters, since 
the election has to take place at the same session. 

[11] The Nation’s freely choosing among three candidates pro¬ 
tects it against the inconveniences of the lot, in case it picks an 
unworthy subject; for in that case the Nation will take are not to 
choose him, and it is not possible that of thirty-three illustrious 
men, the elite of the Nation, among whom it is not even conceivable 
how there can be a single unworthy subject, all three of the men 
chosen in the draw should be unworthy. 

[12] Thus, and this observation carries great weight, with this 
form we combine all the advantages of election with those of heredi¬ 
tary succession. 

[13] For in the first place, since the crown does not pass from 
[ 1033 ] father to son there will never be continuity of any systematic 
policy] to enslave the republic. In the second place, in this form 
the drawing of lots itself is the instrument of an enlightened and 
voluntary election. From the respectable body of the Guardians of 
the laws, and of the Palatins who are elected from among them, 
drawing of lots, whatever may be its outcome, cannot result in a 
choice that had not already been made by the nation. 

[14] But consider what a spirit of emulation this prospect must 
introduce into the body of Palatins and great Castellans who, since 
they hold their offices for life, might relax in the certain knowledge 
that they can no longer be removed from them. They can no longer 
be restrained by fear; but the hope of occupying the throne which 
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each one of them sees so close at hand is a fresh spur that keeps 
them constantly watching themselves. They know that being fav¬ 
ored in the draw would have been in vain if they are going to be 
rejected at the election, and that the only way to be chosen is to 
merit it. This advantage is too great, too obvious, to require 
elaboration, 

[15] Let us for a moment assume, to take the worst possibility, 
that fraud cannot be avoided in the operation of the lottery and 
that one of the competitors has succeeded in eluding the vigilance 
of all the others who have such a lively interest in this operation. 
Such a fraud would be a misfortune fur the excluded candidates; 
but the effect on the republic would he the same as if the outcome 
had been fair: for there would nevertheless be the advantage of 
election; the troubles of interregna and the dangers of hereditary 
succession would have been prevented nevertheless; the candidate 
whom ambition would have seduced to the point of resorting to 
this fraud would, in other respects, nevertheless be a man of merit, 
capable, in the judgment of the nation, of wearing the crown with 
honor, and, finally, in order to take advantage of it, he would, even 
after this fraud, be nevertheless dependent on the subsequent and 
formal choice of the Republic. 

[16] With this project adopted in its entirety everything is linked 
in the State, and no one, from the least individual to the foremost 
Palatin, sees any way of advancing but on the road of duty and of 
public approbation. Only the King, once elected, no longer seeing 
anything but the laws above himself, has no other curb restraining 
him, and since he no longer needs public approbation, he can dis¬ 
pense with it without risk if his projects require it. To this I see 
only one remedy about which one should not even think. It is that 
the Crown were in some [1034] way revocable and Kings had to 
be re-confirmed at regular intervals. But, once again, this is not a 
practicable expedient: by keeping throne and State in constant tur¬ 
moil, it would never leave the administration on a sufficiently firm 
footing to allow it to concentrate exclusively and usefully on the 
public good. 

[17] There was an ancient practice which has never been put to 
use save by a single people, but it is astonishing that its success 
should never have tempted any other people to imitate it. It is true 
that it is scarcely suited to any but an elective kingdom, although 
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it was invented and put in use in a hereditary kingdom. I am refer¬ 
ring to the judgment passed on the Kings of Egypt after their death, 
and to the verdict which granted or refused them royal burial and 
honors according to whether they had governed the state well or 
ill during their lives. The moderns’ indifference to all moral con¬ 
cerns and to everything capable of endowing souls with resilience 
will undoubtedly make them look upon the idea of restoring this 
practice for the kings of Poland as sheer folly, and it would not 
occur to me to try to have Frenchmen and above all philosophers 
adopt it, but I believe that it can be suggested to Poles. I even 
venture to submit that instituting this practice would bring them 
great advantages impossible to provide in any other way, and not 
a single inconvenience. As regards the point at issue, it is not poss¬ 
ible that, short of having a vile soul insensitive to whether his 
memory is held in honor, the King should remain unaffected by 
the integrity of an inevitable verdict and that this not impose on 
his passions a brake, more or less forceful, I admit, but always cap¬ 
able of restraining them to a certain extent; especially if to this one 
adds the interest of his children whose fate will be decided by the 
verdict passed on the memory of the father. 

[18] I should like, then, that after the death of each King his 
body be kept in a suitable place until judgment has been passed on 
his memory; that the tribunal charged with making this judgment 
and decreeing about his burial be convened as promptly as possible; 
that it review his life and reign strictly; and that, after hearings in 
the course of which every citizen would be allowed to accuse and 
to defend him, the completed trial be followed by a verdict pro¬ 
claimed with the greatest possible solemnity. 

[19] As a consequence of this verdict, if it should prove to be 
favorable, the [rojj] late King would be declared a good and just 
Prince, his name inscribed with honor in the roll of the Kings of 
Poland, his body ceremoniously entombed in their burial-ground, 
the epithet of glorious memory added to his name in all public docu¬ 
ments and speeches, a dower settled on his widow, and his children, 
created royal Princes, would be honored throughout their lives with 
all of the privileges attendant upon that title. 

[20] If, on the contrary, he were found guilty of injustice, vio¬ 
lence, malversation, and above all of having attempted against the 
public freedom, his memory would be condemned and dishonored. 
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his body, denied royal burial, would be interred without honors like 
that of a private individual, his name eradicated from the public 
roll of kings; and his children, deprived of the title royal Princes 
and of the prerogatives attendant upon it, would return to the class 
of simple citizens, without any distinction, honorable or 
dishonorable. 

[2 1 j I should like this judgment to be conducted with the utmost 
formality, but, if possible, prior to the election of his successor, so 
that this successor’s good reputation not affect a sentence the sever¬ 
ity of which it would be in his self-interest to soften. 1 know that 
it would be desirable to have more time to uncover a good many 
hidden truths and to conduct a more exhaustive trial. But I would 
be afraid that if this trial were delayed until after the election, this 
important action would soon turn into nothing more than a vain 
ceremonial and, as would inevitably be the case in a hereditary king¬ 
dom, a funeral oration for the dead King rather than a just and strict 
judgment of his conduct. Under the circumstances it is preferable to 
concede more to the public voice and forego some minor infor¬ 
mation for the sake of preserving the integrity and austerity of a 
judgment which would otherwise become useless. 

[22] As regards the tribunal delivering this sentence, I should 
like it to be neither the Senate, nor the Diet, nor any body vested 
with any governmental authority, but an order made up entirely of 
Gtizens, which cannot easily be deceived or corrupted. It seems to 
me that the elves eleett, better educated, more experienced than the 
Servants of the State, and less self-interested than the Guardians of 
the laws who are already too close to the throne, would be just the 
intermediary body in which to find both the most enlightenment 
and the most integrity, the most apt to reach only reliable judg¬ 
ments, and hence preferable to the two others [/oj6] under the 
circumstances. Even if this body should happen not to be suffic- 
iently numerous to render a judgment of this importance, I would 
prefer that it be given adjuncts drawn from the Servants of the 
State Tather than from the Guardians of the laws. Finally, I should 
like this tribunal to be presided over not by an office-holder, but 
by a Marshal drawn from among this body and elected by it, as are 
the Marshals of the Diets and of the Confederations: so important 
is it to avoid having any particular interest influence these proceed- 
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ings, which can become either very exalted or very ridiculous, 
depending on how they are conducted. 

[23] In concluding this section on the election and the judgment 
of the Kings, I must say that one thing in your practices seemed 
to me quite shocking and quite contrary to the spirit of your consti¬ 
tution; namely, to see it overthrown and almost annihilated at the 
death of the King, to the point of suspending and shutting down 
all courts of law, as if this constitution were so dependent on this 
Prince that the death of the one is the destruction of the other. My 
god! it should be precisely the other way around. With the King 
dead, everything should proceed as if he were still alive; the absence 
of one piece of the machine should go almost unnoticed, so unessen¬ 
tial to its stability was this piece. Fortunately this incoherence is 
unrelated to anything else. One need only announce that it shall be 
no more, and nothing further need be changed: but this strange 
contradiction should not be left standing: for if it already is one in 
the present constitution, it would be a much greater one still after 
the reform. 


[15] Conclusion 

[ij My plan is now sufficiently outlined: I stop. Regardless of which 
plan is adopted, one should not lose sight of what I said in the 
Social Contract about the state of weakness and anarchy in which 
a nation finds itself while it establishes or reforms its constitution. 
In that moment of disorder and excitement it is in no state to offer 
any resistance and the least shock can topple everything. It is there¬ 
fore important at all cost to secure for oneself an interval of tran¬ 
quility during which [1037] to work on oneself without risk and to 
rejuvenate one’s constitution. Although the changes that need to be 
made in yours ate not fundamental and do not appear to be very 
great, they are sufficient to require this precaution, and it necessar¬ 
ily takes a certain amount of time for the effects of the best reforms 
to make themselves felt and assume the consistency that is to be 
their fruit. One can only think about the enterprise at hand if one 
assumes that its success will be commensurate with the Confeder¬ 
ates’ courage and the justice of their cause. You will never be free 
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so long as a single Russian soldier remains in Poland, and you will 
always be under threat of losing your freedom so long as Russia 
continues to meddle in your affairs. But if you succeed in forcing 
it to deal with you as one Power with another and no longer as a 
protector with a protege, then take advantage of how exhausted the 
war with Turkey will have left it to complete your task before it is 
in a position to disturb it. Although I set no store by the external 
security acquired by treaties, this unique set of circumstances may 
perhaps force you to lean as much as possible on this support, if 
only in order to gauge the present disposition of those who will be 
dealing with you. But except for this one case and, perhaps, at 
different times, for a few commercial treaties, do not wear your¬ 
selves out with vain negotiations, do not bankrupt yourselves with 
Ambassadors and Ministers at other courts, and do not count on 
alliances and treaties to be of any consequence. All this is worthless 
with Christian powers. They know no other bonds than those of 
self-interest; when they find that it consists in fulfilling their com¬ 
mitments. they will fulfill them; when they find that it consists in 
breaking them, they will break them; one might as well not enter 
into any. Still, if this interest were always true, knowing what it is 
appropriate for them to do would permit anticipating what they 
will do. But it is almost never reason of State thar guides them, it 
is the momentary interest of a Minister, a mistress, a favorite; it is 
the motive no human wisdom could anticipate that determines them 
now for, now against their true interests. What can one be sure of 
with people who have no fixed systematic policy], and act only on 
random impulsions? There is nothing more frivolous than the pol¬ 
itical science of Courts: since it is without a single stable principle, 
[fojS] one cannot draw a single certain conclusion from it; and this 
whole fancy doctrine of the interests of Princes is a child’s game 
which makes sensible men laugh. 

[2] Do not, then, confidently rely either on your allies or on your 
neighbors. You have only one on whom you can count somewhat. 
It is the Sultan [of Turkey], and you must spare no effort to have 
him lend you support: not that his maxims of State are much more 
reliable than those of the other powers. There too everything 
depends on a Vizir, a Favorite, a Harem intrigue: but the interest 
of the [Sublime] Porte is clear, simple, it has everything at stake, 
and generally it proceeds with rather less enlightenment and 
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finesse, but with greater uprightness and good sense. With it as 
compared with the Christian Powers one at least enjoys the added 
advantage that it likes to fulfill it; commitments, and ordinarily 
respects treaties. You should try to make a twenty-year treaty with 
it, as strong and as clear as possible. So long as another power keeps 
its projects concealed, this treaty will be the best and perhaps the 
only guarantee you can have, and, given the state in which the 
present war will probably leave Russia, I expect that it may be 
sufficient to go about your task in safety; all the more so as the 
common interest of the powers of Europe, and especially of your 
other neighbors, is always to keep you as a buffer between them¬ 
selves and the Russians, and that by dint of switching from one 
folly to another they cannot help being wise at least sometimes. 

[3] One thing leads me to believe that by and large others will 
look without jealousy upon your working on the reform of your 
constitution. It is that this labor only tends to consolidate legis¬ 
lation, hence freedom, and that in all courts such freedom is taken 
to be a mania of visionaries which tends to weaken a State rather 
than to strengthen it. That is why France has always favored the 
freedom of the union of German States and of Holland, and that 
is why Russia at present favors the current government of Sweden, 
and opposes the prospects of the King with all its strength. All 
these great Ministers who, judging men in general in terms of them¬ 
selves and of those around them, believe that they know them, 
cannot begin to imagine what resilience the love of fatherland and 
the surge of virtue can impart to [/0J9] free souls. Regardless of 
how often they are duped by their low opinion of republics which 
offer to all of their undertakings a resistance they did not expect, 
they will never ahandon a prejudice based on the contempt which 
they feel they themselves deserve and in terms of which they judge 
humankind. In spite of the Russians’ rather striking recent experi¬ 
ence in Poland, nothing will make them change their opinion. They 
will always look upon free men as they themselves must be looked 
upon, as non-entities on whom only two instruments have a hold, 
money and the Knout. When, therefore, they see the Republic of 
Poland, instead of being bent on filling its coffers, increasing its 
revenue, raising a large standing army, think, on the contrary, of 
disbanding its army and dispensing with money, they wilt believe 
that it is bent on weakening itself, and persuaded that all they will 
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have to do in order to conquer it is to appear there whenever they 
wish, they will let it organize itself undisturbed as they laugh up 
their sleeve about its work. And it has to be conceded that the state 
of freedom deprives a people of offensive force, and that in adopting 
the plan I propose one has to give up all hope of conquest. But let 
the Russians try to invade you when your work is completed, twenty 
years from now, and they will find out what soldiers in the defense 
of their own hearths are these men of peace who are unable to attack 
other people’s hearths and have forgotten the price of money. 

[4] What is more, once you are rid of these cruel guests, beware 
of entering into any compromises regarding the King they wanted 
to give you. Either have his head cut off as he deserves; or, without 
regard to his first election which is null and void, have him elected 
anew with other Pacta convents by which you will make him 
renounce [the authority of] appointment to high offices. This 
second alternative is not only the more humane, but also the wiser; 
I even find in it a certain generous pride which will perhaps mortify 
the Court of Petersburg quite as much as if you held another elec¬ 
tion. Poniatowski was undoubtedly very criminal; perhaps today he 
is no more than miserable; at least in the present situation he seems 
to me to behave rather as he ought by not meddling in anything at 
all. Naturally he must in the bottom of his heart [/040] fervently 
desire the expulsion of his harsh masters. Patriotic heroism would 
perhaps consist in [his] joining the Confederates to chase these mas¬ 
ters; but everyone knows that Poniatowski is no hero. Besides, in 
addition to the fact that he would not be allowed the opportunity 
to do so and that he is being constantly watched, I must frankly 
say that, since he owes the Russians everything, if I were in his 
place I should not like for anything in the world to be capable of 
that kind of heroism. 

[5] I realize that this is not the King you will need when your 
reform is completed; but perhaps it is the one you need to complete 
it tranquilly. Even if he lives no more than another eight or ten 
years, since your machine will by then have started running, and 
several Palatinates will by then already be filled with Guardians of 
tke laws, you will not have to fear that you are giving him a suc¬ 
cessor who resembles him: whereas I, for my part, fear that if you 
simply remove him you will not know what to do with him, and 
will expose yourselves to new troubles. 
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[6] Still, regardless of the difficulties which his free election 
might spare you, you should consider it only after having made 
quite sure of his genuine dispositions, and on the assumption that 
you will find that he retains some good sense, some sense of honor, 
some love of country, some knowledge of his true interests, some 
desire to heed them: for at any time, and above all in the sad cir¬ 
cumstances in which its misfortunes will leave Poland, nothing 
could be more fatal for it than to have a traitor at the head of the 
Government. 

[7] As for how to get the task at hand under way, I have no taste 
for all the cunning ways being suggested to you of as it were surpris¬ 
ing and deceiving the Nation about the changes that have to be 
made in its laws. I would only advise that, in revealing the full 
extent of your plan, you not set about putting it into effect 
brusquely by filling the republic with malcontents, that you leave 
most of those who hold office where they are, and fill positions 
according to with the new reform only as they become vacant. 
Never shake up the machine too brusquely. I have no doubt that 
a good plan, once adopted, will change the mind of even those 
who had a part in the Government under mother plan. Since it is 
impossible to create new citizens all at once, one has to begin by 
making do with those { 1041] there are; and offering their ambition 
a new avenue is the way to incline them to follow it. 

[8] If, in spite of the courage and constancy of the Confederates 
and of the justice of their cause, fortune and all the powers forsake 
them and deliver the fatherland to its oppressors ... But I have 
not the honor of being a Pole, and in a situation such as the one you 
are in, one is not entitled to give one's opinion except by example. 

[9] I have now fulfilled to the full measure of my forces the task 
which Count Wielhorski set for me, and would to God that I have 
done so with as much success as eagerness. Perhaps all this is just 
so many chimeras, but these are my ideas; it is not my fault that 
they are so little like other men’s, and it has not been up to me to 
organize my head some other way. I even admit that however odd 
others may find these ideas, I myself see in them nothing that is 
not well adapted to the human heart, good, practicable, especially 
in Poland, because I have sought in my views to adhere to the spirit 
of this Republic, and to propose as few changes in it as I could in 
order to correct its defects. It seems to me that with such springs 
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a Government should move toward its true goal as directly, as 
surely, and for as long as possible; without, however, losing sight 
of the fact that all the works of men are imperfect, transitory and 
perishable, as they themselves are. 

[10] 1 have purposely omitred many very important topics about 
which I did not feel sufficiently knowledgeable to judge soundly. 1 
leave it up to more knowledgeable and wiser men than myself to 
do so; and \ bring these long ramblings to an end with apologies 
to Count Wielhorski for having taken up so much of his time with 
them. Although I think differently from other men, I do not flatter 
myself with being wiser than they, nor that he will find in my 
reveries anything that might prove really useful to his fatherland; 
but my wishes for its prosperity are too true, too pure, too dis¬ 
interested that pride at contributing to it could increase my zeal. 
May it triumph over its enemies, become and remain peaceful, 
happy and free, set a great example to the universe, and, profiting 
from the patriotic labors of Count Wielhorski, find and form in its 
midst many Citizens who resemble him! 
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Letter to M. D’Offreville 

Montmorency, 4 October t?6/ 

[1] The question which you put to me in your letter of 15 Sep¬ 
tember, Sir, is important and weighty; knowing whether there is a 
demonstrable morality or not hinges on how jt is resolved. 

[2] Your adversary maintains that everyone, no matter what he 
does, acts only in relation to himself, and that even in the most 
sublime acts of virtue, even in the purest works of charity, everyone 
relates everything to himself. 

[3] You, Sir, you think that one ought to do good for the sake 
of good, even without any returns in personal interest; that the good 
works one relates to oneself are no longer acts of virtue, but of 
amour propre; you add that our alms are without merit if we give 
them only out of vanity, or with a view to dismissing from our 
minds the idea of the miseries of human life, and in this you are 
right. 

[4] But as to the heart of the matter, 1 must admit to you that 
1 am of your adversary’s opinion: for when we act, we have to have 
a motive for acting, and this motive cannot be extrinsic to ourselves, 
since it is ourselves it sets to work; it is absurd to imagine that 
being myself, I will act as if I were another. Is it not true that if you 
were told that a body is being pushed without anything touching it, 
you would say that not conceivable? The same holds regarding 
morality, when one believes oneself to be acting without any 
interest. 

[5] Bui the word interest calls for explanation, because you might 
attach to it a meaning, you and your adversary, such that you agree 
without knowing it, and [alternatively] he might attach to it a mean¬ 
ing so crude that you would then be the one who is right. 

[6] There is a sensible and tangible interest which bears solely 
or our material well-being, on fortune, on consideration, on the 
physical goods that may accrue to us from another’s good opinion. 
Whatever one does for the sake of such an interest only produces 
a good of the same order, as with the good a merchant does by 
selling his wares on the best terms he can. If I oblige someone with 
a view to acquiring rights to his gratitude, I am nothing but a 
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merchant engaged in commerce, and cheating the buyer at that. If 
T give alms to be esteemed charitable and to enjoy the advantages 
attending on this esteem, I am again nothing but a merchant buying 
reputation. More or less the same holds if I give these alms only 
to rid myself of a beggar's importunacy or of the sight of his misery; 
all actions of this kind which have some external advantage in view 
cannot be called good deeds, and one does not say of a merchant 
who has conducted his business well that he has done so virtuously. 

[7] There is another interest, which is entirely unrelated to social 
advantages, which is relative only to ourselves, to the good of our 
soul, to our absolute well-being, which therefore I call spiritual or 
moral interest, by contrast to the first; an interest which, in spite 
of having no sensible, material objects, is no less true, no less great, 
no less solid, and, in a word, the only interest which tends toward 
our genuine happiness, since it is intimately related to our nature. 
This, Sir, is the interest which virtue pursues and ought to pursue, 
and which in no way deprives the actions it inspires of merit, purity, 
or moral goodness. 

[8] First of all, in the system of Religion, that is to say of punish¬ 
ments and rewards in the other life, you see that the interest of 
pleasing the Author of our being and the supreme judge of our 
actions is so important as to outweigh the greatest evils, as to cause 
true believers to fly to martyrdom, and at the same time so pure 
as to be capable of ennobling the most sublime duties. The law to 
act well is derived from reason itself, and a Christian needs only- 
logic in order to have virtue. 

[9] But besides this interest, which might be viewed as in some 
way extrinsic to the issue, as bearing on it only by the explicit will 
of God, you might perhaps ask me whether there is some other 
interest which is, by its nature, tied more intimately, more necessar¬ 
ily to virtue, and which should make us love virtue solely for its 
own sake. This is related to other questions, the discussion of which 
exceeds the limits of a letter, and into which 1 will therefore not 
attempt to inquire here: such as, whether we have a natural love of 
order, of the morally beautiful; whether this love can by itself be 
sufficiently lively to override all our passions; whether conscience 
is innate to man’s heart, or is only the work of prejudices and of 
education: for in this latter case it is clear that since no one has 
within himself any interest in acting well, he cannot do good except 


262 



To D'Ojf'reville 


for the sake of the profit which he expects in return from others; 
that therefore only fools believe in virtue and only dupes practice 
it; such is the new philosophy. 

[to] Without here getting involved in this metaphysics which 
would lead us too far, I will leave it at submitting to you a fact 
which you may propose for discussion to your adversary, and which, 
when well discussed, may perhaps tell you more about his true 
sentiments than you could learn about them if you remained at the 
level of generality of your thesis. 

[n] In England, when a man faces a criminal charge, twelve 
jurors, locked up in a room in order to deliberate in light of the 
proceedings whether he is or is not guilty, do not leave that room 
and do not get anything to eat until they all agree, so that their 
judgment is always unanimous and conclusive regarding the fate of 
the accused. 

[12] In one of these deliberations, with the proofs appearing to 
be convincing, eleven jurors condemned him without hesitation; but 
the twelfth held out so stubbornly for his acquittal without being 
willing to offer any other reason than that he believed him innocent, 
that all the others, seeing him prepared to die of hunger rather than 
to share their opinion, in order not to risk the same fate rallied to 
his opinion, and the accused was let go, absolved. 

[13] Once the case was settled, some of the jurors secretly pressed 
their colleague to tell them the reason for his stubbornness, and 
finally learned that it was he himself who had committed the crime 
of which the other man stood accused, and that he had been less 
horrified by the prospect of death than by the prospect of causing 
the death of the innocent man accused of his own crime. 

[14] Put this case to your man and do not fail to examine with 
him this juror’s state in all of its aspects. He was not a just man, 
since he had committed a crime, and in this (particular] affair the 
enthusiasm of virtue could not have elevated his heart and made 
him despise life: he had the most real interest in condemning the 
accused in order to bury with him the imputation of the crime; 
he must have feared that his invincible stubbornness would rouse 
suspicions as to its true cause, and be a first clue against him. Pru¬ 
dence and concern for his safety would, so it seems, have required 
that he do what he did not do, and no discernible sensible interest 
had to lead him to do what he did; yet only a very powerful interest 
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could have swayed him, thus, in the secret of his heart, to run all 
sorts of risks: what, then, was this interest to which he sacrificed 
his very life? 

[15] To deny the fact would be unfairly to evade the issue; for 
one can always assume it, and inquire what, setting aside all extrin¬ 
sic interests, any man of sense who is neither virtuous nor a villain 
would do in such a case out of self-interest- 

116] Stating the two cases in turn, one, that the juror voted to 
condemn the accused and caused him to perish in order to secure 
his own safety; the other, that he absolved him, as he did do, at 
his own risk; then, tracing the rest of the juror’s life and his likely 
fate in either case, press your man to pass a definitive judgment on 
this conduct, and to state clearly the interests and motives for and 
against the side he would have chosen; then, if your quarrel is not 
settled, you will at least know whether you do or do not understand 
one another. 

[17] In case he distinguishes between interest in committing or 
not committing a crime, and interest in performing or not per¬ 
forming a good deed, you will easily get him to see that, on our 
hypothesis, the reason for refraining from an advantageous crime 
one can commit with impunity is of the same kind as the reason 
for performing a burdensome good deed with no other witness than 
heaven and yourself; for aside from being no more than just when 
we do whatever good we might do, one cart have no inherent inter¬ 
est in not doing evil without having a similar interest in doing good; 
both flow from the same source, and cannot be separated. 

[18] Above all, Sir, consider that one should never strain things 
beyond the truth, nor confuse, as the Stoics did, happiness with 
virtue. It is certain that to do good for the sake of good is to do it 
for one’s own sake, out of self-interest, since it gives the soul an 
internal satisfaction, a contentment with itself without which there 
is no true happiness; it is further certain that the wicked are all 
wretched, regardless of what may be their apparent fate, because 
external happiness gets poisoned in a corrupt soul just as sensory 
pleasure does in an unhealthy body; but it is false that the good 
are all happy in this world; and just as a body’s being in good health 
does not suffice for it to have the food which it requires, so a soul's 
being healthy does not suffice for it to obtain all the goods which 
it needs. Although only good people can live content, that is not 
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to say that even good person lives content. Virtue does not bestow 
happiness, but it alone teaches one to enjoy it when one has it; 
virtue does not protect against the evils of this life, and it does not 
secure its goods; nor does vice for all its cunning do so; but virtue 
makes us bear the first with greater patience, and savor the others 
with greater delight. We therefore have, in any case, a genuine 
interest in cultivating it, and we do well to work on behalf of this 
interest, although there are cases when it, by itself, without the 
expectation of a life to come, would not suffice. Such is my senti¬ 
ment regarding the question you put to me. 

I [9] In thanking you for thinking well of me, I nevertheless advise 
you, Sir, no longer to waste your time defending or praising me. 
All the good and the evil one says about a man one does not know 
means little. If those who accuse me are wrong, it is up to my 
conduct to justify me; any other defense is useless or superfluous. 

[20} I should have answered you sooner; but the state in which 
I live, daily struggling with pain and death, must excuse this delay. 

1 do not answer complimentary letters, and I would not have an¬ 
swered yours either if the question which you put to me in it did 
not make it my duty to tell you my opinion about it. 

1 greet you wholeheartedly, 


Letter to Usteri 

Motiers , r 8 July 1763 

[1] You must, my dear Friend, make allowances for the visit I did 
not pay you; few I set out last month on this wished-for pilgrimage, 
not with M. Moultou, who is too poor a walker, but with M. de 
Sauttern; but the deterrent of bad weather which delayed us several 
days in an inn, my weakness, and the length of the journey, made 
me give up on it, much as I wished for it, and we retraced our steps 
after a ten days’ absence which took us no farther than Estavaye. I 
have not given up hope of being more fortunate another time; but 
my travel companion has left, and I must admit to you that in my 
state I lack the courage to tackle alone a trip of forty leagues there, 
and as many back. 

[2} However weary I may be of disputes and objections, and how¬ 
ever repugnant I find it to take up the precious intercourse of 
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friendship with such skirmishes, 1 continue to address the difficult¬ 
ies you raise, since you demand it. I will therefore tell you with my 
usual frankness that you do not seem to me to have clearly grasped 
the state of the question. The great Society, human Society in gen¬ 
eral, is founded on humanity, on universal beneficence; I say and 
have always said that Christianity is favorable to this Society. 

[3] But particular Societies, political and civil Societies, have an 
altogether different principle. They are purely human establish¬ 
ments from which true Christianity, consequently, detaches us, as 
it does from everything that is merely earthly: nothing but men’s 
vices make these establishments necessary, and nothing but human 
passions preserve them. Take away all vices from your Christians; 
they wifi no longer need magistrates or laws: deprive them 0/ all 
human passions, the civil bond straightway loses all of its resilience; 
no more emulation, no more glory, no more striving for preferment, 
particular interest is destroyed, and for want of appropriate support, 
the political State languishes. 

[4] Your assumption of a political and vigorous Society of Chris¬ 
tians, who may even all of them be perfect, is therefore contradic¬ 
tory. It is. also extravagant if you will not allow a single unjust man, 
not a single usurper in it. Will it be more perfect than the Apostles’? 
Arid yet in its midst there was a Judas. Will it be more perfect than 
the Angels’? And the devil, they say, came from it. My dear friend, 
you forget that your Christians will be men, and that the perfection 
I assume them to have is such as humanity admits of. My book is 
not made for Gods. 

[5] Nor is this all: You attribute to your Citizens an exquisitely 
delicate moral tact, and why? Because they are good Christians. 
What! can one not be a good Christian on your view without being 
a La Rochefoucault or a La Bruyere? What then was our Lord 
thinking about when he blessed the poor in spirit? In the first place, 
this assertion is not reasonable; since delicacy of moral tact is 
acquired only by dim of comparisons, and is even infinitely better 
developed with the vices one hides than with the virtues one does 
not hide. In the second place, the assertion is at odds with afl experi¬ 
ence, and one consistently secs that it is in the largest Cities, among 
the most corrupt people that one learns better to delve into hearts, 
better to observe men, better to interpret their speeches by their 
sentiments, better to distinguish reality from appearance. Will you 
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deny that there are infinitely better moral observers in Paris than 
in Switzerland, or would you conclude from this that one lives more 
virtuously in Paris than among you? 

[6] You say that your Citizens would be infinitely shocked by 
the first occurrence of injustice. I believe it; but by the time they 
noticed it, it would be too late to attend to it, and all the more so 
as they would not readily allow themselves to think ill of their 
neighbor, nor to place i bad construction on what might admit of 
a good one; it would be too much at odds with charity. You are 
not unaware that the artfully ambitious take great care not to start 
out with acts of injustice. On the contrary, they spare nothing in 
order initially to gain public trust and esteem by an outward per¬ 
formance of virtue. They cast off the mask and strike their massive 
blows only once they hold the winning hand, and there is no going 
back. Cromwell was recognized as a Tyrant only after he had, for 
fifteen years, been taken to be the avenger of the laws and the 
defender of Religion. 

[7] In order to preserve your Christian Republic, you make its 
neighbors as just as you make it; well and good; I grant that for all 
intents and purposes it will defend itself well enough, provided it 
is not attacked. As regards the courage you attribute to its soldiers 
by virtue of the mere love of self-preservation, that is a courage no 
one lacks; I have attributed to it a motive that is even more powerful 
with Christians, namely the love of duty. About this, I believe that 
by way of reply I can refer you to my Book where this point is 
discussed well. How can you fail to see that only great passions do 
great things, and that whoever has no other passion than that for 
his Salvation will never do anything great in the temporal realm? 
If Mucius Scaevota had been no more than a Saint, do you think 
that he would have succeeded in breaking the siege of Rome? You 
might perhaps refer me to the great-souled Judith: but our hypo¬ 
thetical Christian women being less barbarously coquettish, will not, 

I believe, go and seduce their enemies, and then lie with them only 
to massacre them in their sleep. 

[8] My dear friend, I do not propose to convince you. I know 
that no two heads are organized alike, and that after a good many 
disputations, a good many objections, a good many clarifications, 
everyone always ends up adhering to the same sentiment as before. 
To repeat, I answer you because you wish me to do so; but I will 
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love you no less for not thinking as I do. I have stated my opinion 
to the public, and I believed myself in duty bound to state it in 
matters that are important and relevant to humanity. Besides, I may 
have been mistaken always, and I have undoubtedly been mistaken 
often. I have stated my reasons, it is up to the public, it is up to 
you to weigh them, to judge them, to choose. As for myself, I know 
no more, and it seems to me perfectly good that those who have 
other sentiments keep them, so Jong as they leave me in peace with 
mine. 

[9] M. L. M. D. A. whose name you ask me for is the late M. 
le Marquis d’Argenson, who had been Minister of foreign affairs, 
and who, although a Minister, was nevertheless an honest and a 
well intendoned man. 

[10] Congratulate M. and Mme. Hesse on my behalf; the stock 
of such a worthy couple could not increase too soon or too much: 
I was looking forward to the pleasure of seeing them again during 
the visit I wanted to pay you; I would also have had the pleasure 
of making M. Gessner’s acquaintance and of talking a little with 
him about the kind offer you extended to me on his behalf. When 
will come the happy time when I will be able to embrace you, and 
to find myself in the midst of your worthy compatriots? In the 
meantime, I am to my last breath, yours faithfully. 


JJR 


Letter To Mirabeau 

Trye, 26 July 1767 

[1] I should have written you, Sir, upon receiving your latest note, 
but I preferred to postpone a few days longer making up for my 
negligence so that I might speak to you at the same time about the 
book you sent me. Since I could not read it in its entirety, I chose 
the chapters in which the Author speaks his mind bluntly and which 
seemed to me to be the most important ones. Reading them satisfied 
me less than 1 expected; and I feel that the vestiges of my old ideas, 
grown calloused in my brain, no longer allow such novel ideas to 
make strong impressions on it. I have never been able to understand 
just what the evidence is on which legal despotism is supposed to 
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be based; and nothing seemed to me less evident than the chapter 
devoted to all this evidence. This rather resembles the system of the 
Abbe de Saint-Pierre who claimed that human reason was forever 
perfecting itself, since every century adds its lights to those of the 
preceding centuries. He did not realize that the scope of human 
understanding is always one and the same, and very narrow, that 
it loses at one end as much as it gains at the other, and that ever 
recurring prejudices deprive us of as much enlightenment as culti¬ 
vated reason might replace. It seems to me that the evidence can 
be in the natural and political laws only when they are considered 
by abstraction. In any particular government, which is a composite 
of so many diverse elements, this evidence necessarily disappears. 
For the science of government is nothing but a science of combi¬ 
nations, applications and exceptions, according to times, places, cir¬ 
cumstances. The public will never be able to perceive with evidence 
the relations and the interplay of all this. And what, pray, will 
happen? what will happen to all your sacred rights of property in 
times of great danger, in extraordinary disasters when your available 
assets no longer suffice, and the [maxim] “Let the salvation of the 
people be the supreme law” will be pronounced by the despot? 

[2] But let us assume this whole theory of natural laws to be 
always perfectly evident, even in its applications, and of a clarity 
that adjusts to all eyes. How can philosophers who know the human 
heart grant so much authority over men's actions to this evidence, 
as if they did not know that one very rarely acts by one’s lights, 
and very frequently by one’s passions? One proves that the despot’s 
most genuine interest is to govern legally; this has been recognized 
at all times: but who conducts himself according to his truest inter¬ 
ests? only the wise man, if he exists. So that, Gentlemen, you are 
turning your despots into so many wise men. Almost all men know 
their true interests, and do not follow them any the better for all 
that. The prodigal who ears his capital knows perfectly well that 
he is ruining himself, and nevertheless keeps on going ahead; what 
is the use of reason’s enlightening us, when passion leads us? 

I see the better and approve it 

but follow the worse. 

[3] This is what your despot, ambitious, prodigal, miserly, amorous, 
vindictive, jealous, weak, will do; for this is what they all do, and 
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what we all do. Gentlemen, allow me to say it to you; you attribute 
too much force to your calculations, and not enough to the incli¬ 
nations of the human heart and the play of the passions. Your 
system is very good for the people of Utopia, it is worthless for the 
children of Adam. 

[4] Here, according to my old ideas, is the great problem of Poli¬ 
tics, which I compare to that of squaring the circle in Geometry, 
and of longitudes in Astronomy: To find a form of Government that 
might place the law above man. 

[5] If this form can be found, let us look for it and try to establish 
it. You claim, Gentlemen, to find this dominant law in other peo¬ 
ple’s evidence. You prove too much: for this evidence had to be in 
all Governments, or it will never be in a single one of them. 

[6] If unfortunately this form cannot be found, and I frankly 
admit that I believe that it cannot be, then I am of the opinion that 
one has to go to the other extreme and all at once place man as 
much above the law as he can be, consequently to establish a despot¬ 
ism that is arbitrary and indeed the most arbitrary possible: I would 
wish the despot could be God. In a word, 1 see no tolerable mean 
between the most austere Democracy and the most perfect Hobbes- 
ism: for the conflict between men and the laws, which makes for a 
perpetual intestine war in the State, is the worst of all political 
States. 

[7] But the Caligulas, the Neros, the Tiberiuses! .. . My God! 
... I writhe on the ground, and bewail being a human being. 

[8] I did not understand everything you said about laws in your 
book, and what the new Author says about them in his. I find that 
he deals somewhat lightly with the different forms of Government, 
rather lightly above all with voting procedures. What he said about 
the vices of elective despotism is most true: these vices are terrible. 
Those of hereditary despotism, about which he said nothing, are 
even more so. 

[g] Here is another problem that has been on my mind for a long 

[10] To find in arbitrary despotism a form of succession that is neither 
elective nor hereditary , or rather which is both at once , and by which one 
makes sure, as much as it is possible to do so, to have neither Tibenuses 
nor Neros. 
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[ij] If ever I have the misfortune of dealing with this mad idea 
again, I will blame you for the rest of my life for getting me away 
from my fodder rack. I hope it will not happen; but whatever hap¬ 
pens, Sir, do not ever again speak to me about your legal despotism. 
I could not appreciate or even understand it; and I see in it nothing 
but two contradictory words, which together signify nothing to me. 

[12] I am all the more puzzled by your principle of population 
as it seems to me inexplicable in itself, in contradiction with the 
facts, impossible to reconcile with the origin of nations. According 
to you, Sir, population growth should only have begun when it 
really ceased. On my long held ideas, as soon as there was a penny's 
worth of what you call riches or disposable value, as soon as the 
first exchange took place, population growth must have ceased; and 
that is what did happen. 

[13] Your economic system is admirable. Nothing is more pro¬ 
found, more true, more perceptive, more useful. It is full of great 
and sublime truths which transport one. It covers everything; the 
field is vast; but I am afraid that it will lead to countries quite 
different from those toward which you claim to go. 

[14] I wanted to pay you obeisance by showing you that I had 
at least perused you. Now, illustrious friend of men and mine, I 
prostrate myself at your feet to implore you to take pity on my state 
and my misfortunes, to leave my dying head in peace, to refrain 
from awakening in it ideas that are almost extinct and can arise 
again only to plunge me into new abysses of suffering. Love me 
always; but do not send me any more books; do not again ask me 
to read any; do not even attempt to enlighten me if I stray; this is 
no longer the time for it. One does not become a sincere convert 
at my age. I may err, and you may convince me, but you cannot 
persuade me. Besides, I never engage in disputes; I prefer to yield 
and remain silent: accept my adhering to this resolve. I embrace 
you with the most tender friendship and most true respect. 
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[OC IV, //JJ] 

Letter to M. df Franquieres 

Here it is, Sir, this wretched chatter for which my humbled amour 
propre made you wait such a long time, because I failed to sense 
that a much nobler amour propre should have taught me to over¬ 
come the first. It does not much matter that my rambling might 
strike you as wretched, so long as I am satisfied with the sentiment 
which dictated it to me. As soon as my improved state restored 
some of my strength, I took the occasion to re-read and send it to 
you. If you have the courage to go on to the end, I ask you to be 
so kind and return it to me, without telling me anything of what 
you may have thought about it, and which I understand in any 
event. I greet you, Sir, and embrace you wholeheartedly. 


Monquin, 25 March ij6g 


Renou 


Botirgoin, /y January 1769 

[1] I feel, Sir, how useless it is for me to fulfill the duty of answering 
your latest letter: but after all it is a duty you impose on me, and 
I fulfill it readily though poorly, given the distractions of my present 
state. 

[2] My aim in here telling you my opinion about the principal 
points raised by your letter is to tell it to you plainly, and without 
trying to make you adopt it. To try to make you do so would be 
at odds with my principles and even m> taste. For I am just, and 
I no more try to subjugate others than I like to have anyone try to 
subjugate me. I know that the common reason is very restricted, 
\_1134] that as soon as one goes beyond its narrow limits everyone 
has his own which suits only himself, that opinions are propagated 
by opinions [and] not by reason, and that anyone who yields to 
another’s reasoning, which is already rare enough, yields by preju¬ 
dice, by authority, by affection, by laziness; rarely, perhaps never, 
by his own judgment. 

[3] You inform me, Sir, that the outcome of your inquiries about 
the author of things is a state of doubt. I cannot judge of this 
state, because it has never been mine. I believed in childhood by 

*72 



To Franquiem 


authority, in youth by sentiment, in my mature years by reason; 
now I believe because I always believed. While my faded memory 
no longer puts me back on the track of my reasonings, while my 
weakened judgment keeps me from beginning them all over again, 
the opinions to which they led stay with me in all their force, and 
although I have neither the will nor the courage to re-examine them, 
1 continue to hold to them in confidence and in conscience, certain 
that 1 devoted to their discussion all the attention and good faith 
of which I was capable [at a time] when my judgment was at its 
most vigorous. If I erred it is not my fault, it is the fault of nature, 
which did not grant my head a greater share of intelligence and 
reason. I have no more of them now, I have much less. On what 
basis, then, would I begin to deliberate all over again? Time grows 
short; departure draws near. I would never have time or strength 
enough to complete the great labor of a recasting. Allow me in any 
event to leave with the consistency and steadiness of a man, not 
the discouraging and timid doubts of a dotty driveller. 

[4] From what I can recall of my old ideas, from what I can tell 
about how yours proceed, I can see that since we did not follow 
the same road in our inquiries, it is not surprising that we should 
not have reached the same conclusion. In balancing the proofs of 
the existence of God against the difficulties, you have not found 
either side outweighing the other sufficiently to reach a decision, 
and have remained in doubt. That is not how I went about it. I 
examined all the systems about the formation of the universe about 
which I could find out, I meditated about those I could imagine. I 
Compared them all as [j/jj] best I could: and decided, not in favor 
of the one that presented me with no difficulties, for they all pre¬ 
sented me with some; but in favor of the one that seemed to me 
to have the fewest. I told myself that these difficulties were in the 
nature of the thing, that the contemplation of the infinite would 
always exceed the limits of my understanding, that since I should 
never hope fully to conceive the system of nature, all I could do 
was to consider it from the sides I could grasp, that one had to 
know how to leave all the rest in peace, and I admit that in these 
inquiries I was thinking like the people about whom you speak, who 
do not reject a clear or sufficiently demonstrated proof because of 
the attendant unsolvable difficulties. I admit that at the time I was 
so rashly confident, or at least so strongly persuaded, that I would 
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have dared any philosopher to propose any other intelligible system 
about nature, to which I could not have opposed more forceful, 
more irresistible objections than those he could have opposed to 
mine, and I therefore had to resolve to be left not believing anything 
as you do, which did not depend on myself, or to reason badly, or 
to believe as I did. 

[5] An idea that came to me thirty years ago contributed perhaps 
more than any other to make me unshakable. Let us assume, I said 
to myself, mankind having grown old until now in the most com¬ 
plete materialism, without ever any idea of divinity or of souls ever 
having entered a single human mind. Let us assume that philo¬ 
sophical atheism had exhausted all of its systems [in the effort] to 
explain the formation and the working of the universe exclusively 
by the interplay of matter and of necessary motion, an expression 
of which, by the way, I have never made any sense. I further 
assumed, excuse my candor, Sir, that what I have always seen would 
obtain in this state: that the restless partisans of these systems, 
instead of remaining quietly satisfied in them as in the lap of truth, 
constantly wanted to talk about their doctrine, to elucidate it, to 
expand it, to explain it, to moderate it, to correct it and, like some¬ 
one who feels his house shaking under his feet, to bolster it with 
new arguments. Let us finally put an end to these assumptions with 
the assumption of a Plato, a Clarke, suddenly arising among them 
and telling them: my friends, if you had begun the analysis of this 
[1136] universe with the analysis of yourselves, you would have 
found in the nature of your being the key to the constitution of this 
very universe, which otherwise you seek in vain. That thereupon 
explaining the distinction between the two substances to them, he 
would have proven to them by the very properties of matter that, 
regardless of what Locke may say on the subject, the assumption 
of thinking matter is a genuine absurdity. That he would have 
shown them the nature of the truly active and thinking being, and 
that once this judging being had been established, he would finally 
have risen from it to the confused but certain notions of the 
supreme being: who can doubt that, struck by the brilliance, the 
simplicity, the truth, the beauty of this ravishing idea, mortals, who 
had been blind up to then, illumined by the first rays of the divinity, 
would have offered it their first homage by acclamation, and that 
above all the thinkers and the philosophers would have blushed at 
having contemplated the outside of this immense machine for such 
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a long time, without finding, without even suspecting the key to its 
constitution and, forever crudely limited to their senses, at never 
having been able to see anything but matter where everything 
showed them that another substance gave the universe life and intel¬ 
ligence to mar. Under these circumstances, Sir, it is this new phil¬ 
osophy that would have been fashionable; young people and the 
wise would have found themselves in agreement; a doctrine so 
beautiful, so sublime, so sweet and so consoling to any just man 
would really have aroused all men to virtue, and this fair word 
humanity, nowadays hackneyed by the least humane people in the 
world to the point of becoming dull, ridiculous, would have been 
stamped in men’s hearts better than in books. So that all it would 
have taken is a simple shift in time for philosophical fashion to be 
the very opposite of what it is, with this difference, that the current 
philosophical fashion, for all of its ostentatious verbiage, does not 
hold out the promise of a particularly estimable generation [of 
young people], or of particularly virtuous philosophers. 

[6] You object, Sir, that if God had wanted to obligate men to 
know him, he would have made his existence evident to ail eyes. 
It is up to those who make of faith in God a dogma necessary for 
salvation to reply to this objection, and they reply to it with revel¬ 
ation. As for myself, who believe in God without believing this faith 
to be necessary, I do not see why God would have obligated himself 
[//j/] to give it to us. I believe that everyone will be judged not 
by what he believed, but by what he did, and 1 do not believe that 
a system of doctrine is necessary for works, because conscience takes 
its place. 

[7] I do believe, it is true, that one has to be in good faith in 
one’s belief, and not turn it into a system favoring our passions. 
Since we are not all intelligence, we cannot philosophize so disin¬ 
terestedly that our will does not influence our opinions somewhat; 
one can often ascertain a man’s secret inclinations by his purely 
speculative sentiments; and, on this assumption, I think that it 
might well be the case that someone who did not want to believe 
might be punished for not having believed. 

[8] However, I believe that God revealed himself sufficiently to 
men both in his works and in their hearts, and if there are any who 
do not know him, it is, in my view, because they do not want to 
know him, or because they have no need of it. 

[9] The latter case is that of man, savage and without culture, 
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who has not yet made any use of his reason, who, being governed 
soielv by his appetites, needs no other guide, and following only 
the instinct of nature, always proceeds in an upright fashion. This 
[savage] man does not know God, but does not offend him. The 
former case, by contrast, is that of the philosopher who by dint of 
trying to exalt his intelligence, to refine, to subtilize what has been 
thought prior to him, ends up undermining all the axioms of simple 
and original reason, and who, because he is forever trying to know 
more and better than everyone else, succeeds in not knowing any¬ 
thing at all. The man who is both reasonable and modest, whose 
developed but restricted understanding feels its limits and confines 
itself to them, finds within these limits the notion of his soul and 
that of the author of his being without being able to go beyond 
[them] to clarify these notions and to contemplate each as closely 
as if he himself were a pure spirit. Whereupon, overcome by 
respect, he stops, and does not touch the veil, satisfied with knowing 
that the immense Being is underneath. This is how far it is useful 
to practice philosophy. The rest is nothing more than idle specu¬ 
lation for which man was nor made, from which the moderate rea- 
soner refrains, and in which vulgar man does not engage. This 
[reasonable and modest] man who is neither brute nor prodigy is 
man properly so called, the mean between [n3S\ the two extremes, 
and who makes up the nineteen twentieths of human Kind. It is 
up to this numerous class to sing the Psalm Coeli enarranv, and it 
is indeed this class which sings it. All peoples on earth know and 
adore God, and although each dresses him in its fashion, yet under 
all these different garbs one always finds God. The small elite who 
have higher doctrinal aspirations, and whose genius is not limited 
to common sense, want a more transcendent one: for which 1 do 
not blame them; but when from this they go on to put themselves 
in the place of human kind and to say that God has hidden himself 
from men because the small number no longer see him, I find that 
they are wrong in this. It can happen, I grant, that the sweep of 
fashion and the workings of intrigue expand the philosophical sect 
and for a moment persuade the many that they no longer believe 
in God: but this passing fashion cannot last, and regardless of how 
one goes about it. in the long run man will always have to have a 
God. Finally, if by forcing the nature of things the Divinity became 
more evident to us, I have no doubt thac in the new Lyceum they 
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would become proportionately more subtle in denying it. In the 
long run reason assumes the bend the heart gives it, and when one 
wants to think differently from the people about everything, one 
sooner or later manages to do so. 

[10} None of this strikes you, Sir, as particularly philosophic, any 
more than it does me; but ever in good faith with myself I feel my 
reasonings, simple though they are, combining with the weight of 
internal assent. According to you ore should be suspicious of it; I 
cannot share your view on this point, and I find, on the contrary, 
that this internal judgment is a natural safeguard against the soph¬ 
isms of my reason. I am even afraid that on this occasion you mis¬ 
take the secret inclinations of our heart which lead us astray for 
this still more secret, more internal dictamen, which protests and 
grumbles against these [self-]interested decisions, and in spite of 
ourselves sets us back on the road toward truth. This internal senti¬ 
ment is the sentiment of nature itself, it is a call by it against all 
the sophisms of reason, and the proof of it is that it never speaks 
more forcefully than when our will yields most readily to the judg¬ 
ments which the internal sentiment persists in rejecting- Far from 
believing that whoever judges according to it is liable to [ njg] err, 

1 believe [rather] that it never misleads us and that it is the light 
of our feeble understanding, when we try to go beyond what we 
are capable of conceiving. 

[11] And, after all, how often is not philosophy itself, for all its 
pride, forced to have recourse to this internal judgment which it 
pretends to despise? Was it not it alone that made Diogenes walk 
as his only reply to Zeno who denied motion? Was it not with it 
that the whole of ancient philosophy answered the skeptics? We 
need not go that far back; while ail modern philosophy rejects spir¬ 
its, suddenly Bishop Berkeley rises and maintains that there are no 
bodies. How did tbey succeed in refuting this terrible logician? Do 
away with the internal sentiment, and I defy all modern philos¬ 
ophers combined to prove to Berkeley that there are bodies. Dear 
young man, who seem to me to be so well bom, be in good faith, 

I implore you, and allow me here to refer you to an author you 
will not find suspect, the author of the Pensees philosophiques. If 
someone were to tell you that, having thrown down a great many 
letters at random, he saw the Aenttd fully ordered result from this 
throw: grant that instead of going out to verify this wonder, you 
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will answer him coldly: Sir, this is not impossible; but you lie. By 
virtue of what, I ask you, do you answer him this way? 

[12] Ah, who does not know that without the internal sentiment 
there would soon not be a trace of truth left on earth, that we would 
all be tossed about successively by the most monstrous opinions, as 
those propounding them have more genius, skill and wit, and that 
at last, reduced to blush of our very reason, we would end up at a 
loss to know what to believe or think. 

{13] But the objections ... No doubt there are some we are 
incapable of solving, and indeed there are many of them, I know. 
But, once again, give me a system without any, or tell me how I 
am to decide. What is more; by the nature of my system, provided 
my direct proofs are well established, the difficulties should not 
stop me, in view of the impossibility for me, who am a composite 
being, to reason with precision about pure spirits, and to observe 
their nature sufficiently [adequately]. But you materialists who 
speak to me [1140] of a single substance, tangible, and subject by 
its nature to the inspection of the senses, you are obliged not only 
to tell me nothing but what is clear, adequately demonstrated, but 
also to resolve all my difficulties in a fully satisfactory fashion, 
because both you and I are in possession of all the instruments 
needed for this solution. And, for example, when you have thought 
arise from combinations of matter, you must make these combi¬ 
nations and their result perceptible to me by the laws of physics 
and mechanics alone since you allow for no others. You Epicurean, 
you make up the soul with subtle atoms. But what, pray, do you 
call subtle? You are aware that we know no absolute dimensions, 
and that nothing is small or large except relatively to the eye looking 
at it. I assume I take a sufficiently powerful microscope and look 
at one of your atoms. I see a big chunk of hooked rock. I am waiting 
to see thought result from the swirling and linking up with one 
another of such chunks. You Modernist, you show me an organic 
molecule: I take my microscope, and I see a dragon as large as half 
my room; I wait to see such dragons mould and twist themselves 
until I see resulting from all this a being that is not only organized 
but intelligent; that is to say a being that is not an aggregate but is 
strictly one, etc. You told me, Sir, that the world had arranged 
itself fortuitously, the way the Roman Republic had done. For the 
analogy not to limp, the Roman Republic would have to have been 
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made up not of men but of pieces of wood. Show me clearly and 
in a way perceptible to the senses the purely material generation of 
the first intelligent being, I ask nothing more of you. 

[14] But if everything is the work of an intelligent, powerful, 
beneficent being, where does the evil on earth come from? 1 admit 
to you that this terrible difficulty never greatly struck me, either 
because I had not understood it adequately, or because it is indeed 
not as solid as it appears to be. Our philosophers have risen in 
protest against metaphysical entities, yet I know no one who makes 
up so many of them. What do they understand by evil? what is evil 
in itself? where is evil in relation to nature and its author? The 
universe subsists, order prevails and [1/4/] endures in it; everything 
in it successively perishes, because such is the law of material and 
moved beings; but everything in it renews itself and nothing in it 
degenerates, because such is the order of its author, and this order 
cannot be denied. I see nothing evil in all this. But when I suffer, 
is that not an evil? When I die, is that not an evil? Gently: I am 
subject to death because I received life; there was but one way for 
me never to die, which was never to have been born. Life is a 
positive but finite good, whose term is called death. The term of 
the positive is not the negative, it is zero. Death seems terrible to 
us, and we call this terror an evil. Pain is another evil for the one 
who suffers, I grant it. But pain and pleasure were the only means 
by which to attach a sentient and perishable being to his self- 
preservation, and these means are managed with a goodness worthy 
of the supreme Being. At the very moment of writing this, I once 
again experienced how much the cessation of an acute pain is a 
lively and delicious pleasure. Would anyone dare tell me that the 
cessation of the most lively pleasure is an acute pain? The sweet 
enjoyment of life is permanent; all that is required to savor it is not 
to be suffering. Pain is but a warning, importunate but necessary, 
that this good which is so dear to us is in danger. When I examined 
all this closely, I found, perhaps I proved that the sentiment of 
death and that of pain are almost nil in the order of nature. It is men 
who have given it a sharp edge. Without their senseless refinements, 
without their barbarous institutions, physical evils would hardly 
reach or affect us, and we would not feel death. 

[15] But moral evil! another work of man in which God has no 
other share than to have made him free and like himself in this 
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respect. Will God then have to be blamed for men’s crimes and the 
evils which they visit upon them? Will he have to be reproved, at 
the sight of a battlefield, for having created so many broken legs 
and arms? 

[ r6] Why, you will say, have made man free, since he was bound 
to abuse his freedom? Ah! M de Franquieres, if ever a mortal 
existed who did not abuse it, this mortal alone honors humanity 
more than all the scoundrels who cover the earth degrade it. My 
God: give me virtues, and some day place me next to I//42J the 
likes of Feneion, of Cato, of Socrates. What will the rest of mankind 
matter to me? I will not blush to have been a man. 

[17] I told you, Sir, that what is at issue here is my sentiment, 
not my proofs, as you all too readily see. I recall formerly meeting 
up along my way with this question of the origin of evil and touch¬ 
ing on it; but you have not read these harpings, and I have forgotten 
them: we have both done well. All I know is that I found it so easy 
to resolve them because of the opinion I always held regarding the 
eternal coexistence of two principles, one active which is God, the 
other passive, which is matter [and] which the active being has full 
power to combine and to modify, but did not create and has not 
the power to annihilate. This opinion has led to my being booed 
by the philosophers to whom I told it; they decided that it was 
absurd and contradictory. It may be, but it did not seem to me to 
be so, and I found that it had the advantage of explaining effortlessly 
and clearly to my satisfaction so many questions in which they get 
caught up; among others the one you here presented to me as 
insoluble. 

[r8] Besides, I dare believe that while my sentiment may not 
carry much weight in any other matter, it must carry some in this 
matter, and once you are better acquainted with my fate, you will 
perhaps some day say in thinking of me: has anyone else the right 
to expand the range he found of the evils man suffers here below. 

[19] You attribute to the difficulty of this very question - of 
which fanaticism and superstition have taken advantage - the evils 
which religions have caused on earth. That may be so, and I even 
admit to you that all formulae ir matters of faith seem to me to be 
so many chains of iniquity, falsity, hypocrisy and tyranny. But let 
us beware of being unjust, and not eliminate the good for the sake 
of magnifying the evil, To wrest all belief in God from men’s heart 
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is to destroy all virtue in it. That is my opinion, Sir, perhaps it is 
wrong, but so long as it is mine I will not be so cowardly as to hide 
it from you. 

[20] To do good is a well-born man’s sweetest occupation. His 
probity, his beneficence are not the work of his principles, but of 
his good nature. He yields to his inclinations in practicing justice, 
as the \if43\ wicked man yields to his inclination in practicing 
iniquity. To satisfy the taste that inclines us to do good is goodness, 
but not virtue. 

[21] This word virtue means force. There is no virtue without 
struggle, there is none without victory. Virtue consists not only in 
being just, but in being so by criumphing over one’s passions, by 
ruling over one’s own heart. Titus, making the Roman people 
happy, everywhere spreading gifts and benefits, might not waste a 
single day, and yet not be virtuous; he certainly was so in sending 
back Berenice. Brutus causing his children to be put to death may 
have been more than just. But Brutus was a tender father; to do 
his duty he tore up his insides, and Brutus was virtuous. 

[22] Here you already see the question brought back to the main 
point. This divine simulacrum about which you tell me shows itself 
to me as a not ignoble image, and I believe that I feel the warmth 
which this image is capable of generating from the impression which 
it makes on my heart. But in the final analysis this simulacrum is 
still nothing but one of those metaphysical entities which you do 
not want men to turn into their Gods. It is a pure object of contem¬ 
plation. How far do you take the effect of this sublime contem¬ 
plation? If all you want is to derive from it further encouragement 
to do the right thing, I agree with you: but that is not the issue. 
Let us assume your honest heart a prey to the most terrible pas¬ 
sions, which you cannot escape because, after all, you are a man. 
Will this image, which shows itself so ravishing in your heart when 
it is calm, lose none of its charms and not get tarnished amidst the 
torrents [of these passions]? Let us set aside the discouraging and 
terrible assumption of the dangers that might tempt virtue driven 
to despair. Let us only assume that an overly sensitive heart bums 
with an involuntary love for his friend’s daughter or his wife, that 
with heaven that sees no part of it on one side, and himself who 
wants not to tell anyone anything about it on the other, he is free 
to enjoy her; that her charming figure adorned by all the attractions 
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of beauty and voluptuousness attracts him; will this abstract image 
of virtue deny his heart the real object that strikes it at the very 
moment when his intoxicated senses are ready to yield to their plea¬ 
sures? will it in that instant appear to him to be the more beautiful, 
will it wrest him out of his beloved's arms to [1144] devote himself 
to the vain contemplation of a specter he knows to be devoid of 
reality? Will he end up like Joseph, and leave his coat? No, Sir, he 
will close his eyes and succumb. The believer, you will say, will 
succumb as well. Yes, the weak man; the one who is writing to you, 
for example: but give both of them the same amount of force, and 
watch the difference which their fulcrum makes. 

[23] How is one to resist violent temptations, Sir, when one can 
yield to them without fear by relling oneself: what is the good of 
resisting? In order to be virtuous, the philosopher needs to be so 
in the eyes of men; but the just man is strong enough under the 
eyes of God. He sets so little stock by this life and its goods and 
evils and all of its worldly glory! he perceives so much beyond! 
Invincible force of virtue, none knows you but the one who feels 
your whole being and who knows that it is not within men’s power 
to dispose of it. Do you sometimes read Plato’s Republic ? Look up 
with how much energy Socrates’s friend, whose name I have forgot¬ 
ten, depicts to him the just beset by the outrages of fortune and 
the injustices of men, defamed, persecuted, tormented, a prey to 
all the disgrace of crime while deserving all the rewards of virtue, 
already seeing death drawing nigh, and certain that the hatred of 
the wicked will not spare his memory once they no longer have the 
power to harm his person. What a discouraging scene, if anything 
can discourage virtue. Socrates himself frightened, calls out, and 
believes he has to invoke the Gods before answering; but without 
the hope of another life, he would have answered poorly for this 
one. However, if everything should end for us with death, which 
cannot be if God is just and hence if he exists, even the mere idea 
of this existence would be for man an encouragement to virtue and a 
consolation in his miseries, which the person who, believing himself 
isolated in this universe, lacks for not feeling in the depths of his 
heart a confidant of his thoughts. It is at least one solace in adversity 
to have a witness to one’s not having deserved it; it is a pride truly 
worthy of virtue to be able to say to God: You who read in my 
heart, you see that I use the freedom you have given me as a strong 
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soul and a just man does. The true believer, who everywhere feels 
under the eternal eye, likes to do himself honor in the face of heaven 
by having fulfilled his duties on earth. 

[114S] [ 2 +l You see that 1 have not taken issue with you about 
this simulacrum which you presented to me as the sole object of 
the wise man’s virtues. But, my dear Sir, return to yourself now, 
and see how uncombinable, incompatible this object is with your 
principles. How can you fail to be sensible [to the fact] that this 
same law of necessity which, according to you, alone regulates how 
the world and all events proceed, also regulates all the actions of 
men, all the thoughts of their heads, all the sentiments of their 
hearts, that nothing is free, that all is forced, necessary, inevitable; 
that all the movements of man, directed by blind matter, depend 
on his will only because his will itself depends on necessity: that 
there are in consequence neither virtues nor vices, neither merit 
nor demerit, nor [any] morality in human conduct, and that for you 
the words honest man or scoundrel must be devoid of all sense? 
Yet they are not so, I am quite certain of it. For all of your argu¬ 
ments, your honest heart protests against your sad philosophy. You 
are sensible to the sentiment of freedom, to the charm of virtue in 
spite of yourself, and this is how on all sides this forceful and salu¬ 
tary voice of the internal sentiment recalls everyone whom his mis¬ 
guided reason leads astray to the bosom of truth and of virtue. Bless 
this holy and beneficent voice, Sir, which returns you to the duties 
of man and which the fashionable philosophy would end up making 
you forget. Yield to your arguments only when you feel that they 
agree with the dictamen of your conscience, and whenever you feel 
that they contradict it, you may be sure that it is they that deceive 
you. 

[25] Although I do not wish to quibble with you, nor to follow 
your two letters step by step, I can nevertheless not refrain from 
saying a word about the parallel between the Hebrew wise man and 
the Greek wise man. Being an admirer of the one as well as of the 
other I can scarcely be suspected of prejudice in speaking about 
them. I do not believe that the same is true of you. I am not greatly 
surprised that you give every advantage to the second. You have 
not become sufficiently acquainted with the other, and you have 
not taken sufficient care to disentangle what is truly his from what 
is foreign to him and disfigures him in your eyes, as it does in those 
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of a good many other people who, [1146] in my view, have not 
examined this any more closely than have you. If Jesus had been 
born in Athens and Socrates in Jerusalem, if Plato and Xenophon 
had written the life of the first, and Luke and Matthew that of the 
other, you would speak very differently; and what discredits him 
in your mind is precisely what makes his loftiness of soul more 
astonishing and more admirable, namely, his birth in Judaea among 
perhaps the most abject people at that time, whereas Socrates, born 
among the most educated and agreeable people, found all the assist¬ 
ance he needed to ascend easily to the cone which he assumed. He 
rose up against the Sophists as Jesus did against the Priests, with 
this difference that Socrates often imitated his opponents, and that 
if his beautiful and fine death had not done honor to his life he 
would have been taken for a sophist like themselves. As for Jesus, 
the great flight his great soul took invariably raised him above all 
mortals, and from the age of twelve to the moment he expired in 
the most cruel as well as the most ignominious of all deaths he was 
never untrue to himself. His noble project was to raise up his people 
anew, once again to make it a free people and worthy of being free; 
for this is where the beginning had to be made. His profound study 
of the Law of Moses, his efforts to arouse enthusiasm and love for 
it in [his people’s] hearts exhibited his aim as much as it was poss¬ 
ible to do so in order not to frighten the Romans. But instead of 
heeding him his abject and cowardly compatriots grew to hate him 
precisely because of his genius and his virtue which were a reproof 
to them for their worthlessness. In the end, it was only after he 
had seen how impossible it was to carry out his project that he 
expanded it in his head and, unable to make a revolution among 
his People by himself, he sought to make one in the Universe by 
his disciples. What prevented his succeeding in his first plan, 
besides the baseness of his people [who were] incapable of all virtue, 
was the excessive gentleness of his own character; a gentleness more 
like an angel’s and a God’s than a human being’s, and which did 
not forsake him for an instant, even on the cross, and causes anyone 
to weep torrents of tears who is capable of reading his life as one 
ought to, through all the ado with which these poor folk disfigured 
it. Fortunately they respected and faithfully transcribed his 
speeches which they did not understand: discard a few oriental or 
poorly Translated turns, there is not a word in them that is not 
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worthy [114/] of him, and it is in this that one recognizes the divine 
man, who of such paltry disciples nevertheless made men who in 
their crude buc proud enthusiasm were eloquent and courageous. 

[26] You raise as an objection against me that he performed 
miracles. The objection would be terrible if it were just, But you 
know, Sir, or at least you could know that, according to me, Jesus, 
so far from having performed miracles, very positively declared that 
he would not perform any, and showed very great contempt for 
those who asked for them. 

[27] How many things remain to be said! But this letter is enor¬ 
mous; it is time to end. This is the last time I shall return to these 
matters. I wanted to oblige you, Sir, and I do not repent I did; on 
the contrary. I thank you for having made me take up a thread of 
ideas that have almost faded, but the remains of which may be of 
some use to me in the state I am in. 

[28] Adieu, Sir, remember occasionally a man whom, so I flatter 
myself, you would have loved if you had known him better, and 
who concerned himself with you at a time when one is scarcely 
concerned with anyone other than oneself. 

Renou 
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Abbreviations and textual conventions 

Buffon, OP Georges-Louis Leclerc, Comte de Buffon, 

Oeuvres philosophiques , edited by Jean Piveteau 
(PUF, Paris, 1954) 

CC Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Correspondence com¬ 

pute, collected, edited, and annotated by R.A. 
Leigh (Institut et Musee Voltaire, Geneva, and 
The Voltaire Foundation at the Taylor Insti¬ 
tution, Oxford, 1965-1989) 

Conf. Confessions 

d'Alembert Lettre a M. d'Alembert sur les spectacles, in OC 

V, i—125, and edited by M. Fuchs (Droz, 
Geneva, 1948) 

tr. translated by A. Bloom as Politics and the Arts 

(The Free Press, Glencoe, IL, i960) 

Duttonnaire de m OC v, 603—1191 

Musique 

Discourses tr. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, “The Discourses" and 

other early political writings, translated, with an 
Introduction and Notes, by Victor Gourevitch 
(Cambridge Texts in the History of Political 
Thought, Cambridge, 1997) 

Emile Emile, ou de I'education , in OC iv, 239-868 

Emile tr. translation by A. Bloom (Basic Books, New 

York, 1979) 

First Discourse Discourse on the Sciences and Arts : in Discourses 
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List of abbreviations and lextua-l conventions 


Franquieres 
Geneva ms. 

Grotius, Right 

Hero 

Hobbes, De ave 
Ineq. 

ED 

N 

P 

Languages 


Letter to Franquieres: in SC tr. 

the extensive early draft of the Social Contract'. 

portions of which are translated in SC tr. 

Grotius, The Right of War and Peace (London, 

»73^) 

Discourse on the Virtue a Hero Most Needs or 
Discourse ott Heroic Virtue: in Discourses tr. 
Hobbes, De ctve, edited by H. Warrander 
(Clarendon, Oxford, 1983) 

Discourse on the Origin and Foundations of 
Inequality among Men (the so-called Second 
Discourse): in Discourses tr. 

Exordium 
Epistle Dedicatory 

Rousseau’s Notes, thus: n ix [13) refers to 

para. 13 of Rousseau’s Note ix 

Preface 

Essay on the Origin of Languages: in Discourses 


LM 

Meier, Diskurs / 
Dtscours 


Method 

Montaigne, OC 
Montaigne tr. 

Narcissus 

NH 

OC 


Leitres ecrites de la montagne: in OC in, 683- 

Heinrich Meier, Diskurs iiber die Vngleichhett/ 
Dtscours sur Finegalite, kritisckt Ausgabe des 
integralen Textts, mt sdmtlichen Fragmenten und 
erganzenden Materialien nach den Originalaus- 
gaben und den Hattdschrtjien neu ediert, iibersetzt 
und kommentiert (second edition, Schoningh, 
Munich, 1990) 

Idea of the Method m the Composition of a Book: 
in Discourses tr. 

Montaigne, Oeuvres completes , edited by A. 
Thibaudet and M. Rat (Paris, Pleiade, 1962) 
Montaigne, The Complete Essays, translated by 
Donald Frame (Stanford University Press, 
Stanford, 1958) 

Preface to ‘‘Narcissus in Discourses tr. 

La Nouvelle Heloise 

Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Oeuvres completes , 
edited by B. Gagnebin and M. Raymond 
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List of abbreviations and textual conventions 


Phtlopolis 
Pol. Ec. 

Poland 

Pufendorf, Droit 


Pufendorf, Man 
and Citizen 


Reveries 

tr. 


SC 
SC tr. 


Second Discourse 

Second Letter 

Vaughan, 

Rousseau 


Voltaire 

War 


(Paris, Pleiade, 1959-1995). For exampJe, OC 
111, 202-204 refers to pages 202-204 in volume 
ill; [202] in the body of a translation indicates 
that what follows corresponds to page 202 of 
the relevant volume of OC. 

Letter to Philopoiis: in Discourses tr. 

Discourse on Political Economy: in SC tr. 
Considerations on the Government of Poland: in 
SC tr. 

Samuel Pufendorf, Le Droit de la nature et des 
gens, translated by Jean Barbeyrac 
(Amsterdam, 1712) 

Samuel Pufendorf, Les Devoirs de I'homme et 
du citoyen, English translation by Michael Sil- 
verthome (Cambridge Texts in the History of 
Political Thought, Cambridge, 1991) 

Reveries du promeneur solitaire, 
translated as Reveries of the Solitary Walker by 
Charles E. Butterworth (New York University 
Press, New York, 1979; reprint, Hackett Pub¬ 
lishing, Indianapolis, IN and Cambridge, MA, 
1992) 

Of the Social Contract : in SC tr. 

Jean-Jacques Rousseau, “The Social Contract ” 
and other later political writings, translated, with 
an Introduction and Notes, by Victor Goure- 
vitch (Cambridge Texts in the History of Pol¬ 
itical Thought, Cambridge, 1997) 

Discourse on ike Origin and the Foundations of 
Inequality among Men: in Discourses tr. 

Preface of a Second Letter to Bordes : in Dis¬ 
courses tr. 

Jean-Jacques Rousseau: The Political Writings, 
edited by C. E. Vaughan, 2 vols. (CUP, Cam¬ 
bridge, 1915; reprinted by Basil Blackwell, 
Oxford, 1962) 

Letter to Voltaire: in Discourses tr. 

The State of War: in SC tr. 
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I23J paragraph numbers 

(2jJ OC page numbers (see explanation above) 

*, ** Rousseau’s footnotes, numbered by paragraph 

in the sequence *, ** 
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Editorial notes 

Political Economy (pages 3-38) 

The essay on Political Economy was first published in November 1755, 
in volume v of Diderot's and d’Alembert’s Encyclopedia , the volume 
which also contained Diderot’s important article “Natural Right.” An 
unauthorized reprint in pamphlet form of the article appeared in 1758 
under the title Discourse on Political Economy, a title which Rousseau 
retained in the subsequent, authorized and corrected editions. 

Rousseau certainly worked on the Political Economy between October 
1754 and mid-1755, immediately after the Second Discourse, and he may 
well have worked on it earlier. The differences between the two works 
are best understood as due to the different perspectives from which 
they are written: in the Second Discourse he digs, as he says, to the 
roots [lneq. I [47]) or first principles, to what in the title of the Discourse 
he refers co as “the origan and foundations” of political society; in 
the Political Economy , by conirast, he is primarily concerned with the 
workings of a legitimate political order, and most particularly with its 
administration, what he here primarily means by its “economy,” and 
what in the language of the Social Contract he will call the “govern¬ 
ment” in contrast to the "sovereign.” 

The present translation is based on the Pleiade edition text, OC ui, 
239-278, edited by Robert Derathc. This edition records the additions 
and corrections in the 1782 Moultou-Du Peyrou edition; the more 
important are flagged in the Editorial Notes to this translation, 

The other important recent edition of the Political Economy is that 
by C.E. Vaughan, included in his Jean-Jacques Rousseau: The Political 
Writings, % vols. (CUP, Cambridge, 1915; reprinted by Basil Blackwell, 
Oxford, 1962), vol. 1, pp. 237-273; Vaughan also published fragments 
of drafts of the text, ib. pp. 274-280. Michel I.aunay has published 


290 



Editorial notes to pages 3 -5 


additional drafts and fragments in his edition of Rousseau's Oeuvres 
completes (Editions du Scuil, Paris, 1971), vol. M, pp. 294-305. 

In preparing the present translation, I have consulted the annotated 
translations into English by Roger D. and Judith R. Masters (St. Mar¬ 
tin’s Press, New York, 1978), and by Charles Sherover (Harper & Row, 
New York, 1984); and into German by Dietrich Leube et al., in Jeati- 
Jacques Rousseau, sozialphilosophische und polttische Schrften (Winkler, 
Munich, 1981), annotations by Eckhart Koch. Professor William J. 
Barber helped with some technical tax terminology. I have not had 
access to the manuscript or to the editions supervised by Rousseau 
himself, and have therefore followed the Pleiade text to the point of 
not capitalizing words he normally capitalizes, such as “State" (as used 
in 7 [10]). 

So far as I know, this important and difficult text has never been 
the object of a detailed, critical commentary. Yet it amply repays careful 
study. It is to be hoped that someone will undertake one before long. 

[1] state Throughout this text I have adhered to the Pleiade OC 
edition’s practice of consistently spelling “state” in both senses of the 
term with a lower-case “s.” In all other major texts, Rousseau reserved 
the lower-case spelling to “state” in the sense of “condition:” as in 
“state of affairs” or “state of nature.” Both Vaughan and Launay there¬ 
fore capitalize “State” in the sense of “political society” throughout 
their editions of the Discourse on Political Economy, general or political 
economy Rousseau also twice calls it public economy: [7], [8]. see 
father of the family I.e. see the Encyclopedia article under that 
heading. 

[3] the magistrate can command others only by virtue of the 
laws. The 1782 edition continues: “the power of the father over the 
children, based on what is to their particular advantage, can, by its 
nature, not extend to the right of life and death: but the sovereign 
power, which has no other object than the common good, has no other 
bounds than public utility properly understood: a distinction 1 will 
explain in the appropriate place.” 

[7] Sir Robert Filmer, Patriarch, or the Natural Power of Kings, 
London, 1680; discussed by Barbeyrac in his translation of PufendorPs 
Droit ie la nature et des gens , iv, 2, § x, n. 2; refuted by Locke, First 
Treatise of Government and by Algernon Sidney, Discourse Concerning 
Government; Aristotle saw fit to combat it ... in the first book of 
his Politics: “Those who suppose that the same person is expert in 
political [role], kingly [rule], managing the household and being a 
master [of slaves] do not argue rightly. For they consider that each of 
these differs in the multitude or fewness [of those ruled] and not in 
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kind”: I, i, 1252a 6-11 (Lord, tr ); cp. 1, 12, 1259b; m, 1278b, 1285b, 
14, 15; Nicomachaean Ethics Vlll, 10, 1160b 24-11618 9. 

[to] The body politic . .. can be looked upon as an organized 
body, . .. similar to a man's. So, too, Hobbes at the beginning of 
the Introduction to the Leviathan; as Rousseau expressly warns, the 
analogy limps. Rousseau also frequently compares political society to a 
mechanism moved by springs which have to be re-wound every now 
and then. 

[12] moral being Rousseau understands the expression in the techni¬ 
cal sense attached to it by Pufendorf: a moral, in contrast to a physical 
being, is constituted by men’s beliefs and practices; for a fuller state¬ 
ment of how he understands this expression, see Geneva ms. 1 2 [8] et 
seq. general will This is the first occurrence of the expression in Rous¬ 
seau’s writings. It occurs in Diderot’s article “Droit natureF ’ (“Natural 
Right”), to which Rousseau refers a few lines below, and which 
appeared in the same volume of the Encyclopedia as this article of Rous¬ 
seau’s; for a history of the term and the conception, see Patrick Riley, 
The General Will before Rousseau; The Transformation of the Divine into 
the Civic (Princeton, 1986); and see the Introduction above, pp. xiii, 
xvii, xx-xxii. the cunning prescribed to Lacedaemonian children 
to earn their frugal meal So, too, Hobbes, De cive vi, 16 and xiv, 
to; discussed and rejected by Pufendorf, Droit, vm, r, § iii. See under 
RIGHT l.e. Diderot’s article on “Natural Right” (translated by Wokler 
and Mason in their edition of Diderot’s Political Writings [Cambridge 
Texts in the History of Political Thought, Cambridge, 1992], pp. 17- 
21); see also Introduction, p. xiii above. 

[17] even brigands ... Diderot, Natural Right, ix, 4. 

[19] men united by their mutual needs in the great society Or 
“general society:” Geneva ms. l 2 [2]; this is the stage introduced by 
the division of labor and hence of mutual dependence that made the 
institution of political society necessary: Ineq. II [ i q]—£ 29] and SC 1 6 
[1]; contrast with Locke, Treatises 11, § 128. 

[21] Plato ... a reasoned preamble which shows their justice 
and utility Lam iv 7196-7248. It has always been noted that the 
countries where punishments are most terrible are also the 
countries where they are most frequent.., Rousseau does not go 
on to say, as did Montesquieu, that frequency and severity of punish¬ 
ments decreases in direct proportion as political freedom increases: Of 
the Spirit of the Laws vi 9. 

[23] lawgiver The first mention of the figure — or conception - that 
will be assigned such a prominent place in the Social Contract (n 7). 
Not that the affair is not subsequently examined . . Reading Ce 
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n’est pas qu’on n examine with Vaughan, Launay, and as the sense 
requires, in place of the Pleiade OCs Ce n'est pas qu'on examine. 

[2+] form men if you want to command men We would be more 
likely to say “train men”; but here and in a number of later passages 
“form” is preferred because of its associations with the traditional dis¬ 
tinction between form and matter, and because the reader would miss 
Rousseau’s allusions when he uses such terms as “malformed" and 
“transform" [36]. 

[26] those who are only waiting for impunity to do evil will 
scarcely lack Reading manquint as the sense requires, in place of the 
Pleiade OCs manque. 

[26] wicked oneself The 1782 edition goes on: “ ‘Sicuti enim est 
aliquando misericordia puniens, ita cst crudelitas parcens.' Aug[ustine], 
Epistfolaej, 54.” [“Just as pity can sometimes punish, so can cruelty 
pardon.’’] 

[30] Socrates ... Cato Socrates (469—399 bc) lived through the Pelo¬ 
ponnesian War (431-404 bc), but did not long survive Athens’s defeat 
by Sparta; the Younger Cato (95-46 BC), a Stoic; long opposed Caesar; 
when all was lost he committed suicide rather than survive the dearh 
of the Republic; Rousseau called him “the greatest of men”; on the 
comparison, see the Introduction, p. xxx above. Caesar and Pompey 
had long competed for the first place in Rome; for a time they had 
done so as allies, but later became enemies. Caesar defeated Pompey 
at Pharsalus (48 BC); Pompey thereupon fled to Egypt where, not long 
afterwards, he was murdered. 

[33] the lex Porcia or Porciae, named for the Elder Cato, M. Portius 
Cato, was promulgated probably in 198 bc; it also prohibited the 
scourging of Roman citizens without appeal. 

[35] tax-farmers or publicans (fermiers getteraux), were, by the middle 
of the eighteenth century, sixty individual financiers or syndicates who 
bought (at auction) the privilege of collecting taxes in a district (for a 
period of six years), in exchange for remittal of an agreed upon sum 
to the State. It is obvious that the system invited gross abuse; but 
certainly not all tax-farmers abused their powers. The philosopher Hel- 
vetius, as well as the chemist Lavoisier, were tax-farmers. For a melan¬ 
choly account, see Tocqueville, The Ancien Regime and the Revolution 
u, 12 

[36] anyone who has to govern men should not look for a perfec¬ 
tion beyond their nature of which they are not capable Cp. the 
opening of the Social Contract: “I want to inquire whether in the civil 
order there can be some legitimate and sure rule of administration, 
taking men as they are ...” 
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[39I public education in former times; namely, the Cretans, the 
Lacedaemonians, and the ancient Persians Plato, Lams 671-674, 
Alcihiades I2ie-i22a, reported by Montaigne, Essays , t, 25 and 1, 31; 
also First Discourse [22], [51]**. 

[43] Pufendorf has shown, by its nature the right of property 
does not extend beyond the life of the proprietor “since the things 
that can be objects of property are of use to men only as long as they 
are alive, and the dead have no more part in the affairs of this world; 
it was not necessary for the institution of Property to extend to the 
point of giving the Proprietor the power of choosing whomever he likes 
to inherit the goods he leaves at death”: Droit de la nature et des gens 
tiv, 10, § iv. 

[45] If the people governed itself. .. But things cannot possibly 
work this way ... civil society is always too numerous to allow 
it to be governed by all of its members. This is a constant in 
Rousseau’s analysis of political society; it leads to the rise of what he 
calls “governments” and che “hypothetical history of governments” in 
the Second Discourse 11 [36]; and it leads him to reject direct democracy 
in the Social Contract: in 4 [3]. 

[47] the integrity of the quaestor Cato: Plutarch, Cato the Younger 
xvtl, 1, ii; xviii, 1-4. an emperor rewarding a singer’s talents. 
Galba (3 bc-ad 69), emperor for a year after Nero’s murder. Plutarch 
says it was a flute-player, not a singer, Galba rewarded out of his own 
pocket: Plutarch, Galba Xvi, 1-2. 

[50] on sufferance By which Rousseau appears to mean that a state 
in debt is a state that is not entirely stable, and hence does not fully 
enjoy - or deserve - the citizens’ trust. 

[51] granaries A practice sharply criticized by the physiocrat Quesnais 
in his article “Grain” in the Encyclopedia vol. vii (p. 825), in 1757; 
Rousseau repeats his endorsement of the practice in his Project for a 
Constitution for Corsica, OC III, 923 (Derathe). It nourishes and 
enriches: alii et ditat. 

[52] the policy Joseph followed with the Egyptians Genesis 47:14- 
26; cp. 1 b. 41:34-36, 47-49. 

[55] courageous citizens who were ready to shed their blood for 
the fatherland Rousseau consistently favors citizen armies and con¬ 
sistently criticizes professional or mercenary troops: e.g. Poland [12]; 
it is in this spirit that he goes on: Marius ... in the war against 
Jugurtha, [m-105 bc] dishonored the legions . .. Because the 
changes he introduced marked the beginning of a professional army in 
Rome; Rousseau develops this theme at length in the Social Contract 
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(especially iv 4 [18]); there, as here, he draws a close parallel between 
the professionalization of the army and the decline of the Republic. 
This criticism goes hand in hand with his criticism, in the present 
Discourse as well as in the Considerations on ike Government of Poland , 
of taxation in the form of money rather than in the form of public- 
service (n [5I) and of his criticism, in the Social Contract , of claims 
to represent the sovereign will ( Social Contrail, ill 15 [6]-[8]) 

The argument and even the language of the remainder of this para¬ 
graph very closely corresponds to the description of the final stage of 
inequality in the Second Discourse n Lo31 _ [. ! >7] 

[58] .. . everyone obligates himself, at least tacitly, to contribute 
toward the public needs; .. to be legitimate, this contribution 
has to be voluntary ... by a general will, with a majority vote 
... In the margin of the draft version of the Discourse Rousseau wrote 
at this point: “see Locke.” The reference would be to the following 
paragraph: “'Tis true, Governments cannot be supported without 
great Charge, and ’tis fit every one who enjoys his share of the Protec¬ 
tion, should pay out of his Estate his proportion of the maintenance 
of it. But still, it must be with his own Consent, t.e. the Consent of 
the Majority, giving it either by themselves, or their Representatives 
chosen by them. For if anyone shall claim a Power to lay and levy 
Taxes on the People, by his own Authority, and without the consent 
of the People, he thereby invades the Fundamental Law of Property, 
and subverts the end of Government. For what property have I in that 
which another may by right take, when he pleases to himself?”: Second 
Treatise of Government 11, § 140. Rousseau’s argument and language 
very closely correspond to this passage, down to the reference to “fun¬ 
damental law." 

[59] taxes i.e. 1 mpet!s\ which, in Rousseau’s usage, may mean, as it does 
here, what we would call “tax” in the most general sense of that term, 
or, sometimes, “impost”; very occasionally he distinguishes between 
taxe and impot, as he does in the next paragraph, not excepting Bodin, 
who pointed out that “It was decided at the estates of this Kingdom!,] 
King Philip de Valois being in attendance!,] in the year 1338!,] that 
no taxes would be levied of the people, without its consent”: The Six 
Books on the Republic (1576) vi, ii (Derathe). 

[60] In the book on the Spirit of the Laws one finds that the head 
tax is more in keeping with servitude, and the real tax more 
conformable with freedom. Rousseau is quoting the opening sen¬ 
tence of Montesquieu’s Of the Spirit of the Laws xui, 14. But if reading: 
Mats si la taxe, as the sense requires, in place of Nlais la taxe as in the 
Pleiade OC edition. 
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[62] ... everything the poor man pays is forever lost to him, 
and remains in the hands of the rich or returns to them For the 
argument in support of this conclusion, see [69]. 

£68J financier: the official charged with levying the public revenues; 
both tax-assessor and tax-collector. Chardin ... Herodotus reports: 
“In the reigns of Cyrus and Cambyses there had been no regular and 
fixed tax, only collection of gifts ... I have not recorded any taxation 
of Persia, which is the only country not subject to tax. The Persians 
hold their land free of tax”: Herodotus, Histories III, 89, 97 (David 
Grene, tr.). This report follows immediately upon Herodotus’s report 
of the discussion about the best regime by the seven liberators of Persia, 
and of Otanes’s relinquishing any title to rule, which Rousseau dis¬ 
cusses in Ineq. Note 1. intendants To a mid-eighteenth-century 
French reader, this would most particularly have called to mind the 
intendants, of whom there were thirty at the time, and who administered 
entire provinces in the King’s name; very loosely, their powers and 
responsibilities corresponded to those of what are now known as 
“prefects.” 

[77] I said in [59] above that ... personal taxes and imposts ... 
are always liable to dangerous consequences, unless ... estab¬ 
lished with the express consent of the people or of its represen¬ 
tatives. Rousseau’s explicitly calling attention to this remark clearly 
indicates that his mention of “representatives” is not accidental; yet 
in the Social Contract he very emphatically rejects the possibility of 
representing the general will or sovereignty (m 15; cp, 11 1 [1]; n 4 [6]; 
m 14 [1]); it is, of course, possible that he changed his mind on this 
subject, but there are other, more plausible ways of explaining this 
difference. 


Of the Social Contract (pages 39-15?) 

The present translation is based on the corrected 1979 printing of the 
Pleiade edition of the text, edited by Robert Derathe: OC in, 347-470; 
departures from it are flagged in the Editorial Notes. 

The other authoritative critical editions of the Social Contract are: 
Du Contrat Social, edited and annotated by E. Dreyfus-Brisac (Alcan, 
Paris, 1896); Du Contrat Social, edited and annotated by Georges Beau- 
lavon (Societe nouvelle de librairie et d’edition, Paris, 1903); Contrat 
social, edited and annotated by C. E. Vaughan (Manchester University 
Press, Manchester, 1918); Du Contrat Social, edited and annotated by 
R. Grimsley (Clarendon, Oxford, 1972). 

Title page Rousseau wavered about his title: the manuscript title page 
of an early draft of the work, known as the Geneva ms., shows “Of the 
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Social Contract” crossed out and replaced by “Of Civil Society,” which 
is again crossed out and replaced by rhe original “Of the Social Con¬ 
tract”; the second line reads “or”; and the third line gives as sub-title 
“Essay on the Constitution of the State”; “Constitution of the State” 
is then crossed out and replaced by “Formation of the Body Politic”; 
“Body Politic” is then crossed out and replaced by “the State,” which 
is then also crossed out, to leave the sub-title to read “Essay on the 
Form of the Republic.” In the definitive version, the subtitle became 
“Principles of Political Right.” See the reproduction in Dreyfus- 
Brisac’s edition of Du Contrat Social, pp. 244-245, and the account of 
it, pp. xxi et seq. foederis .. . leges “Let us declare the fair laws of a 
compact”: Virgil, Aentid X3, 321; spoken by the King of Latium, whose 
army has just been defeated by the invading Trojans under Aeneas’s 
command. In the event his suggestion goes unheeded, and the victori¬ 
ous Trojans proceed to found Rome. 

! [1) taking men as they are The sentiment goes back to Machiavelli, 
Pnnee xv [1], Spinoza, echoing Machiavelli’s sentiment, uses the very 
expression Rousseau here uses, in criticizing the philosophers for con¬ 
ceiving of men not “as they are” but as they would like them to be: 
Political Treatise (1670), 1, § 1; so does Vico: The New Science (1725, 
1730, 1744), 11, § 131. It is a matter of debate in the Rousseau literature, 
especially in the discussions surrounding the Essay on the Origin of 
Languages, whether Rousseau was acquainted with Vico’s work, poss¬ 
ibly from the time of his stay in Venice. Rousseau acknowledges Mach¬ 
iavelli’s point, but refuses to leave it at that: “While it is good to know 
how to use men as they are, it is much better still to make them what 
one needs them to be .. Pol. Ec. [24]. 

1 2 [4] Grotius ... most frequent mode of argument is always 
to establish right by fact. Rousseau is here criticizing Grotius, 
Aristotle and Hobbes for proceeding a posteriori or by way of what in 
War [13] and in Method [ 6 ], [10] he calls the analytic method; see also 
Editorial Note to Ineq. epigraph “What is natural,” Discourses tr. 
P' 35*- 

1 3 [3] Ail power comes from God, I admit it Romans 13:1. 

I 4 [2] If, says Grotius, an individual can alienate his freedom, 
and enslave himself to a master, why could not a whole people 
alienate its freedom and subject itself to a king? Eight of War 
and Peace 1, 3 § viii. 

1 4 [7H 12 ] summarizes On War [34H57I 

I 4 [7] Grotius and the rest derive from war another origin of 
the alleged right of slavery Grotius, Right of War and Peace ni, 7 
§§ 1-3; Locke, Treatises H, ch. 4, § 24. 
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i 4 [8] peace of God or treuga da, suspension of hostiJities from 
Thursday evening until Monday morning as well as on designated 
religious holidays, introduced in 1033 and promulgated as the law of 
the land in 1082. 

1 4 [9]* Cato wrote to his son The episode is told by Cicero in On 
Duties 1, xi, 36. 

1 5 [2] A people, says Grotius ... examine the act by which a 
people is a people. Right of War and of Peace 1, 3 § viii, in the context 
of an argument against popular sovereignty. 

1 6 [7] the union is as perfect as it can be The Plciade OC reads 
quelle ne peui I'etre ; all other authoritative editions read qu'Ale peut 
I'etre. 

1 f> [10]* the four orders of men (even five, if simple foreigners 
are included) there are in our city, and only two of which make 
up the Republic. Citizens (citoyens), born in the city of citizen parents; 
Bourgeois ( bourgeois ), born in the city, who purchased “titles of bour¬ 
geoisie”; Natives ( nattfs ), bom in the city of resident parents; Residents 
(habitants), foreigners who had purchased residence rights in the city. 
Only the first two were members of the Conseil General or Sovereign 
{Launay, Jean-Jacques Rousseau remain politique, p. 34). 

1 9 [3I legal titles The corresponding passage of the Geneva ms. speaks 
of “a man’s rights prior to the state of society”: 1 5 (2), OC ill, 301. 

I 9 [6] the rights the Sovereign and the proprietor have to the 
same land Reading finds for find with Dreyfus-Brisac, Vaughan and 
all other authoritative editors, and as the sense requires, as will be 
seen below: n 4 [3]; and consider On War [57]. 

n 1 [3] while it is not impossible that a particular will agree 
with the general will on some point, Reading a comma instead of 
a semi-colon with Dreyfus-Brisac, Vaughan and all other authoritative 
editors, and as the sense requires, but it cannot say: what this man 
... Reading a colon instead of a semi-colon with Dreyfus-Brisac, 
Vaughan and all other authoritative editors, and as the sense requires. 

II 2 [2] But our politicians [politiques - see the Note on the Trans¬ 
lations. p. li above] ... as if they were putting together man Sec 
Derathe, Jean-Jacques Rousseau et la science politique de son temps, pp. 
280-294; and OC hi, 1455, n. 5. 

n 2 [5] If... [Barbeyrac and Grotius] had adopted the true prin¬ 
ciples, all their difficulties would have been solved Grotius begins 
his discussion of the relation between people and sovereign with a criti¬ 
cism of popular sovereignty; Right of War and Peace 1 3, § viii. 

II 3 [2] what is left as the sum of the differences is the general 
will. l.e. the sum of the remaining wills is the general will. 
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II 3 [4] Solon, Numa, Servius On how this was done by Numa and 
especially Servius, see the important discussion in iv 4, [1]*, [5]—[9]. 
II 3 [4]* In truth, says Machiavelli (-'era cosa i que alcune division! 
nuocono a He Repttbliche, e alcune giovano: quelle nuocono che sow dalle 
sette e da partigiani actompagnate: quelle giovano the senza sette, senza 
partigiani si mantengono. Non potendo adunque provedere un fundatore 
d’una Repubhca que non siano ntmiazie in quella, kd da proveder almeno 
che non vi siano sette. 

11 4 [5] Which proves ... and hence from the nature of man; 
Reading serai-colon with Dreyfus-Brisac, Vaughan and all other auth¬ 
oritative editors, and as the sense requires. 

ii 6 [2] a universal justice universal - as contrasted with particular - 
justice consists of our duties of friendship, affection, respect and grati¬ 
tude toward those to whom we owe them; it pertains to all men, in 
contrast to the various forms of particular justice which pertain to the 
citizens of the different political societies. Duties of universal justice 
are duties “of imperfect obligation”; they cannot be enforced by law; 
duties of particular justice are duties of “strict right,” and can be 
enforced; Pufendorf, Droit de /» nature et des gens, 1, 7, §§ vii, viii, xii, 
xv, cp. Ill, 4, § i. “Universal justice” so understood corresponds to what 
on one occasion Rousseau calls “civility” (Geneva ms. ii 4 [13]). 
Rousseau also refers to this distinction between universal justice and 
particular justice or strict right in the Letter to d 'Alembert ( OC v, 61; 
Fuchs, ed. p. 89; Bloom, tr. p. 66), on “strict right” see also Ineq. N 
xix. Pufendorf traces this understanding of “universal justice" to 
Aristode’s view of justice as virtue entire in contrast to the specific 
virtue of justice: Nuomachean Ethics v, 1 1129b 26-v, 2 1130a 17; see, 
also, Aristode’s mention, in tbe context of forensic rhetoric, of “uni¬ 
versal ... unwritten” law which is “according to nature," in contrast 
to the “particular ... written" laws of any given political society; 
Rheionc 1, 13, 1373b 4-18. emanating from reason alone In the 
corresponding passage of the Geneva ms. this reads “emanating from 
reason alone, and founded on the simple right of humanity” (tr, 4 [2], 
OC in, 326). 

ii 6 [8] In the earlier Geneva m., Rousseau had gone on at this point 
with the important discussion that will be found on pp. 160 f. above. 
11 7 [2] The same reasoning ... Plato ... in his book on ruling 
Statesman 26id-e. 

II •} [5]* Calvinfs] ... institution Many editors and translators read 
this as a reference to Calvin’s Institutes. 

11 7 19] persuade without convincing about this formula, see the 
Editorial Note to Voltaire [30], Discourses tr, pp. 289 f. 
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11 7 fiij* says MachiaveUi E veramente mai rum fu atcuno oriinatore 
di legge straordinarie in unpopulo, che non rtcoresse a Dto. percke altrimenti 
non sarebbero accettate; pen he sono moltt beni conosauti da uno prudente, 

I quali non hanno in se raggtoni evident! da potergli persuadere ad altrui. 

II 7 [12J Warburton Divine Legation of Moses {1738), n, §§ 5f. 

II 8 [2] Peoples, like men The 1782 edition reads: Most peoples. 

11 8 [4] (mainsprings), ressort(s), is how Rousseau and many of his 
contemporaries often refer to the artifices by which institutions and 
individuals are set and kept in morion. 

n 8 [5] For Nations as for men ... In the 1782 edition, the paragraph 
begins: “Youth is not childhood. For nations as for man there is a time 
of youth, or if you prefer of maturity ...” The Russians will never 
be truly politically organized [polices] literally “politicized”; about 
pohce'(s), see A Note on the Translations, p. li above. 

11 10 [3] the enjoyment of prosperity and peace The Pleiade OC 
omits et, “and.” 

ll 10 [6] There is one country ... Corsica In part as 2 result of this 
remark, Rousseau was invited, two years after the publication of the 
Social Contract, to draft a Constitution for Corsica. He agreed to try 
to do so, but never completed more than a partial draft. Many of his 
most distinctive proposals found their way into his Considerations on 
the Government of Poland. 

m 1 {8] It is in the Government that are located the intermediate 
forces whose relations constitute the relation of the whole to 
the whole, or of the Sovereign to the State. See n 12 [ij above 
and hi 1 [17] below, the ratio between the extremes of a continued 
proportion of which the mean proportional is the Government. 
The Government receives from the Sovereign the orders which 
it gives the people, and for the State to be well balanced ... the 
product or power of the Government ... [has to] be equal to 
the product or power of the citizens who are sovereign on the 
one hand, and subjects on the other. In the continued proportion 
A: B = B :C, A and C are the extremes; and A C = B B = B 2 
is the mean proportional. In this example, A represents the sovereign 
or the citizens as sovereign, C represents the citizens as subjects, and 
B represents the government with its various “intermediate forces,” or 
branches. For the mathematical language throughout this discussion, 
see Marcel Fran^on, “Le Langage mathematique de J.-J. Rousseau,” 
Isis {1949), 40:341-344 (reprinted in Cahiers pour {’analyse [1970], 
8:85-88), and “Le Langage algebrique de Rousseau," Amain J.-J. 
Rousseau (1953-1955), 33:243-246. 

in 1 [rz] the ratio considered in terms of quantity is measured 
by the quotient more precisely, the quotient of B divided by A. 
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III 1 [15] since one of the extremes, namely the people as sub¬ 
jects, is fixed and represented by unity - in the above example, 
C = 1 - every time the doubled ratio - the doubled ratio of the 
proportion A: B = C : D is the product A : B 4-> C : D = AC: BD\ 
hence, in the continued proportion A: B = B : C, the doubled ratio is 
AB.BC, which, since C= 1, gives AB:B = A - increases or 
decreases, the single ratio - A :B or the citizens as sovereign over 
the government - similarly increases or decreases, and the 
middle term - that is to say, the government - is correspondingly 
changed 

ui t [16] If, in order to reduce this system to ridicule, it were 
said that, according to me, finding this mean proportional and 
forming the body of the Government requires no more than 
taking the square root of the number of the people - if AxC = 
B 2 and C = I, then B = \jA - I would reply that I am here using 
this number only as an example; that the ratios about which I 
am speaking are measured not only by numbers of men, but 
more generally by the amount of activity, which is the com¬ 
bined result of a great many causes; The Pleiade OC punctuates 
“number of the people; ... an example, ... many causes, .. all 
other authoritative editions punctuate .. number of the people, . .. 
an example; ... many causes; .. 

m 1 [17] The Government!,] • - • active like the Sovereign, passive 
like die State, ... can be analyzed into further, similar 
relations, from which a new proportion consequently arises, 
and within it yet another proportion corresponding to the 
judiciary ... The over-arching structure described in terms of the 
continued proportion A : B = B : C can be broken down or analyzed 
into various ether continued proportions of the form a! b' = b': c' 
based on smaller sub-structures. (I am indebted for this formulation to 
my colleague, Professor Wistar Comfort.) .. . until an indivisible 
middle term is reached, that is to say a single chief or supreme 
magistrate, who might be conceived of in the middle of this 
progression as the unity between the series of fractions and of 
the series of integers. For one reading of this remark, see H. Gildin, 
Rousseau’s Social Contract, The Design of the Argument (University of 
Chicago Press, Chicago, 1983), pp. g6f. 

in 1 [19] Thus the Prince’s dominant will is or should be nothing 
but the general will or the laws; Following (he punctuation in 
Dreyfus-Brisac, Vaughan, and all other authoritative editors, and as the 
sense requires, in place of the Pleiade OCs comma, 
ill 4 (2] It is not good ... to devote it, .. Reading la with the Pleiade 
OC and most other modem editions, and as the sense requires; however 
the authoritative early editions have Us. 
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m 4 [4] Indeed ... as a principle Reading pnneipe. as rhe sense 
requires; however all authoritative early editions have principes. 
ill 4 [6] a famous Author attributed virtue to Republics as their 
principle Montesquieu, Of the Spirit of the Laws hi, 3; Rousseau is 
here criticizing him for failing to recognize that the same principle has 
to apply in every well-constituted state. 

ill 4 (7] I prefer . .. Milo periculosam hberiatem quam quietum servtlium. 
Stanislas Leszinskt, King of Poland, attributed the remark to his father; 
see also Poland 1 [3} (Derathe, Fabre). 

in 5(10] Aristotle contends. .. that the rich always be preferred. 
Aristotle nowhere contends that aristocracy invariably seeks to give 
preference to the rich, but he does note that it consistently tends to 
do so: Politics V, 7, i, 1306b 24; V, 7, x, 1307a 35. 
ill 6 [5] what Samuel forcefully represented to the Hebrews ] 
Samuel, 11-18. 

ill 6 [11] “Ah, the son replied . .Plutarch, Sayings of Kings 175c. 
Ill 6 [12] “The most practical.. .” Nam utilissmus idem ac brevtssimus 
bonarum malantmque rerum delectus, cogitare quid aut nolueris sub alio 
Principe aut voluerts : Tacitus, Histories 1, 17. 
m 6 [15]* Statesman E.g. 397 b-c. 

Ill 8 (11] We are, says Jean Chardin (1643-1714), Voyages du Chevalier 
Chardin en Perse (Amsterdam, 1735), vol. m, pp. 76, 83-84; Travels in 
Persia and the East Indies (1686). 

in 9 [4]* such was their ignorance . .. idque apud impentos kumanitas 
vocabatur. cum pars , servitutis esset: Tacitus, Agricola xxt. sphere they 
make a desolation .. . ubi solitudinem faciunt, pacem appelant: Tacitus, 
Agricola xxx. the Cardinal Coadjutor i.e. the Bishop’s appointed 
assistant; the reference is to Paul de Gondi (1613-1679), a leader of 
the Fronde, who became the Cardinal de Retz attended Parliament 
with a dagger in his pocket Retz records this episode in his 
Memoires, Bk. m (Vaughan). It seemed, says Machiavelli... in the 
Preface to his History of Florence, paraphrased by Rousseau. 

Ill 10 [3]* Serrar di Consiglio Closing of the Council, squittinio della 
libertd veneta An anonymous writing published in 1611, which sought 
to establish the Emperors’ sovereignty over the republic of Venice 
(Vaughan). 

Ill 10 [8] Anarchy absence of rule; Democracy rule by the people; 
Ochlocracy mob-rule, a term introduced by Polybius (204-122 bc), 
Histories VI, 4; Aristocracy rule by the best; Oligarchy rule by the 
few. 

ill 10 [9]* For all those are called and considered tyrants . .. 
Omnes emm et habentur et dicuntur Tyranni qu 1 potestate utuntur perpeiua, 
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in ea Cwitaie quae libertate usa est. the Hiero of Xenophon Through¬ 
out which Hiero, tyrant of Syracuse, freely calls himself “tyrant” and 
does not object when the poet Simonides calls him “tyrant” to his face. 
Barbevrac makes the same point Rousseau is here making, and he also 
does so with a reference to the Hiero , in his French edition of Grotius’s 
Of the Right of War and Peace t, x, | viii (2), note 50. 
in 15 [9] ... cannot make themselves be heard in the open see 
also especially Languages 20 [3]. 

ill 18 [4] cas odieux The Government’s authority temporarily to sus¬ 
pend rights the exercise of which it perceives as particularly dangerous 
under the circumstances (Beaulavon). 

iv 1 [3] Due de Beaufort <1616-1696) a leader of the Fronde its 
princes, the armed struggle by a part of the French nobility to reclaim 
feudal powers from an increasingly absolute monarchy, 
iv 2 [3] Tacitus notes: Histones iv, 17. 

IV 3 [ 2 ) Noting by lot , says Montesquieu . . . Spirit of ike Laws n, r 1. 
IV 3 (6] poor Bamabites the impoverished Venetian nobility, 
iv 3 [9] The abbe de St. Pierre proposed in his Discours ou 
Polysnodie. 

iv 4 [19]... Third count, i.e. the census by head;... the censorship, 
stronger than this institution, again, the census by head, corrected 
for its vice, namely, establishing a class of those who had nothing, 
tv 4 [28] curule Magistrates see Ed. Note at Poland n[i2], p. 315 
below. 

iv 4 [36] I know that Cicero condemns ... in De legibus 111, 15; 
mentioned by Montesquieu, Of the Spirit of ike Laws ii, n. 
iv 5 [5] The blood of Agis King of Sparta, murdered in 241 bc by 
the Ephors Leonidas and Amphares for trying to restore the austere 
order of Lycurgus; was avenged by his successor Cleomenes, who 
eliminated the Ephorate: Plutarch, Agis, 20; Cleomenes, 8-10. 
iv 6 [10] However brilliant his [Cicero’s] recall ... a pardon 
Gcero having twice defeated him for the Consulship, Catiline 
conspired to raise a private army, to murder Cicero as well as some 
other prominent citizens, and to assume power himself. After the first 
indications of the conspiracy, the Senate passed the emergency decree 
by which it transferred all of its power to the Consuls in October 63 
bc. Cicero set a trap for the conspirators. They were caught. The 
Senate voted the death penalty. Cicero had them strangled in the city- 
jail without allowing them due process. Eventually he was, as Rousseau 
says, “called to account for the blood of Citizens shed in violation of 
the laws.” He was exiled in 58. He was recalled the following year. 

IV 7. Although he focuses on the Roman Censorial Tribunal, a number 
of Rousseau’s examples as well as his reference to his fuller discussion 
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of die subject in his Letter to d’Alembert (OC v, pp. 60-68, Bloom, tr. 
65-75) clearly indicate that he is thinking in much broader terms. At 
the time of this writing, France had a Censorial Office, headed by de 
Lamoignon de Malesherbes, with whom Rousseau was on good terms. 

In Rome, from 444 bc , two Censors were elected to carry out the 
census of persons and property that took place at five-year intervals, 
or lustra. This census determined to which Century one was assigned 
for military service, and in which centuriate assembly one voted. The 
Censors could exclude from the rolls anyone judged unworthy because 
of a criminal record or for any other reason. After 312 bc the Censors 
could also dismiss any Senator who had broken the law or offended 
against morality; and nominate replacements for vacant Senate seats, 
Rousseau here again takes account of Machiavelli: Discourses 1, 40; see 
also Montesquieu, Spirit of the Lam v, 19, near the end. 

IV 7 [8] what a disgrace Reading note for the Pleiade OCs honte, as 
do Dreyfus-Brisac, Vaughan and all other authoritative editors, 
iv 8 [1] Men at first had no other Kings than the Gods, nor any 
other Government than the Theocratic one. Cp. “ - -the religion 
of the Gentiles was a part of their policy”: Hobbes, Leviathan ch. xn, 
21. They reasoned as had Caligula “That kings were Gods”: see 1 
2 [6] above. 

IV 8 [4]* Nonne ea quae possidet Chamos deus tuus tihtjure debenturi 
The King Janies translation reads “Wilt not thou possess what 
Chemosh thy god giveth thee to possess?" By inserting the “Do you 
not believe” - Rousseau’s “according to you” - Cafrieres’ translation 
weakens Jephthah’s challenge to King Sihon of the Ammonites. The 
Bible has Jephthah base all claim to the land on the god’s grant to the 
stronger; Carrieres’ translation has him base it on a belief. Locke cites 
the story of Jephthah to make much the same point as Rousseau: the 
appeal to heaven is the appeal to the sword: Second Treatise of Govern¬ 
ment § 21; cp. § 109. the text of the Vulgate Judges 11:24. 
iv 8 [5]* ... called the holy war called “holy” (sacrec) by the Thebans 
who fought and in 356 bc prevailed against the Phocaeans who had 
conquered Delphi and plundered its treasury a decade earlier, 
iv 8 [13] Of all Christian Authors the philosopher Hobbes: “Now 
seeing it is manifest, that the civil power, and the power of the com¬ 
monwealth is the same thing; and that supremacy, and the power of 
making cannons, and granting faculties implieth a commonwealth, it 
followeth, that where one is sovereign, another supreme; where one 
can make laws, and another make cannons; there must needs be two 
commonwealths, of one and the same subjects; which is a kingdom 
divided in itself, and cannot stand”: Leviathan ch. xxn [15]; 
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“ , .whatever power ecclesiastics take upon themselves, (in any place 
where they are subject to the state), in their own right, though they 
call it God's right, is hut usurpation”: tb. ch. xlvi [4a]. 
iv 8 [15] divine natural right ... divine civil or positive right 
The distinctive feature of Rousseau’s contrast is that he applies the 
expression “divine civil or positive right” to the positive religious pre¬ 
scriptions and prohibitions of all earliest peoples; by contrast, other 
writers restrict the term to the positive prescriptions and prohibitions 
of the Biblical God: Hobbes, De ave (1642), xiv, 4, cp. vm. io„ as well 
as Leviathan xxvi, 40; see also Locke, Treatises of Government (1690), 
1, § 126, and 11 §§ 1 and 52; Grotius had spoken of divine positive right 
in reference to the New Testament: 0/ the Right of War and Peace 
(1625), 1, 3. § iii, and Bayle regards Grotius’s remark that natural right 
would obtain even if there were no divinity {Right, Proleg., § xi, cp. 1, 
1, § x, 5) as referring to what is meant by the expression divine natural 
right: Continuation des ptmies diverses (1704), § 152; in this chapter, 
Bayle discusses the distinction between divine natural and divine civil 
right, and traces its history to the distinction Socrates draws between 
what is loved by the gods because it is holy, and what is holy because 
it is loved by the gods: Plato, Euthyphro ioa2; divine natural law, under¬ 
stood in the sense in which “philosophers style laws those general rules 
of nature according to which everything happens,” in other words, 
divine natural right, is the primary subject of Spinoza, Traetatus thtolo- 
gico-politiau {1670), ch. 4 and especially tb. ch.16, Gebhardt n. xxxiv: 
“As for divine natural law ... I have called it law in the sense in which 
philosophers call law the general rules of nature according to which 
everything [necessarily] happens.” Spinoza contrasts divine natural 
right with what he refers to by the traditional expression “ceremonial 
law”: ib., ch. 5. See also Leibniz’s brief but incisive remarks regarding 
this distinction between divine natural and divine positive right, or 
between the moral and the ceremonial laws, in Theodicy (1710), II, 
§ 182. 

IV 8 [16] There is a third ... sort of Religion ... the Religion of 
the Lamas... of the Japanese... Roman Christianity. One may 
call it.. . “it”: the original edition reads celle-ci, i.e. this “third sort 
of Religion”; however the 1782 edition reads ceim-ct, i.e. “Roman 
Christianity.” 

iv 8 [18] saccr estod “be accursed”: the ancient Roman formula uttered 
upon delivering someone to public execration and the wrath of the 
Gods. “It cannot be sufficiently admired, that among the first Romans 
the sole punishment provided for by the Laws of the Twelve Tables 
against the greatest criminals was to be held in horror by everyone. 
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sacer estod. There is no better way of understanding how virtuous that 
people was than to realize that among it public hate or esteem was 
distributed by Law”: Fragments pohtiques , iv, 12, OC ui, 495. 

IV 8 [31] The right which the social pact gives the Sovereign over 
the subjects does not, as I have said, exceed the bounds of public 
utility. He said so in 11 4 [3] and [4] above. 

iv 8 [32]* Caesar pleading for Catiline see Sallust, The Catiline 
Conspiracy, chs. gif. 

iv 9 right of nations I follow Derathes ordering of Rousseau's list: 
Jean-facques Rousseau et la science politique de son temps, p. 396 and OC 
in, pp. 3507f. 


Geneva ms. (pages 153-161) 

What has come to be known as the Geneva ms. is an earlier version of 
the Social Contract. It is not a working draft, but a finished text, written 
neatly enough to be handed to a printer. Rousseau most probably 
worked on it over a period of several years. He incorporated parts of 
it in the article on Political Economy , published in 1755, and much of 
the rest in the Social Contract. The passages selected for inclusion in 
this volume spell out reflections and arguments not incorporated in 
either of these writings. For a fuller discussion of them, see the Intro¬ 
duction. especially pp. xii-xv, xxviii-xxx. 

Title: The initial title of this chapter read: That by Nature there is not 
Any Society Among Men; in cne fragment, the chapter is entitled Of 
natural Right and General Society. 

1 2 [5], [8]—[9} These paragraphs are framed by angle brackets to indi¬ 
cate that they were crossed out in the manuscript. 

I 2 [to] “I feel I bring mankind terror and trouble ... that will 
do more for my advantage and my security than will justice” 
Quoting Diderot’s article “Natural Right”, pp. i8f. of the Wokler and 
Mason translation (somewhat modified). 

I 2 [12] Indeed, if the notions of the great Being and of the natu¬ 
ral law were innate in all hearts, it was quite a superfluous 
effort explicitly to teach them: compare: “those who will see in the 
intention of giving to human actions from the first a morality which 
they would not have acquired for a long time, the reason for a precept 
indifferent in itself and inexplicable in any other System .. Ineq. N 
a [14]. 

1 2 [14] But the first... when he should live and when die. The 
first sentence of this paragraph directly quotes Diderot’s article, section 
vi, and the second sentence quotes section vii. 
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[ 2 [17] as Grotius notes in Of the Right of War and Peace ((, 15, § v 
(2); Hobbes makes the same point in De dve v, 2 and again in Leviathan 
ch. n, 17 [2]. even among the Latins . . . Cicero EJostis enm apud 
majores nostros dicebalur, quern nunc peregrinum dicimus : Cicero, On 
Duties 1, xii, 37 (see rhe edition by Griffin and Atkins [Cambridge Texts 
in the History of Political Thought, Cambridge, 1991], p. 16). In his 
French translation of Grotius, Barbeyrac footnoted the passage cited 
in the Editorial Note to Grotius above with a reference to this remark 
of Cicero’s. Hobbes’s error ... of which if is the effect For Rous¬ 
seau’s full argument, see especially ineq. 1 [35], together with the Edi¬ 
torial Note, Discourses tr., pp. 151 f., 360 f. 

11 4 [16] if 1 do not say with Hobbes, everything is mine e.g. .. 
in the state of men without civill society (which state we may properly 
call the state of nature)... all men have equal] right to ail things”; De 
cm, Preface to the Reader [14]. 

The State of War (pages 162-176) 

Rousseau mentioned that he planned a book on the Principles of the 
Right of War (Principes du droil de la guerre) in a letter to his publisher 
Marc-Michel Rey (9 March 1758), and he concludes the Social Contract 
(iv 9) as well as his summary of Emile's education in the principles of 
political right with a mention of “the true principles of the right of 
war” (OC IV, 849). However, the following fragment appears to be 
the only continuous surviving portion of this project. Rousseau did 
incorporate portions of it in the body of the Social Contract. The frag¬ 
ment itself was first published by E. Dreyfus-Brisac in Appendix 11 to 
his edition of the Social Contract (Paris, Alcan, 1896), pp. 304-316. It 
was re-edited by J.-L. Windenberger, Essai sur le systeme de politique 
etrangere def.-J. Rousseau (Paris, Picard, 1900), pp. 289-301. Rousseau 
had initially entitled rhe fragment That the State of War Arises from the 
Social State, but had subsequently crossed out this title. C. E. Vaughan 
named it The State of War, arranged the text in what appeared to him 
a more logical fashion in his edition of Jean-Jacques Rousseau: The Pol¬ 
itical Writings, pp. 293-307, and translated portions of it in Jean- 
Jacques Rousseau, A Lasting Peace through the Federation of Europe and 
The State of War (London, Constable & Co., 1917) pp. 120-128 
(reprinted with an Introduction by Richard Schmitt for The Graduate 
Philosophy Club of Yale University by Whitlock’s, New Haven, CT, 
n.d.), Sven Stelling-Michaud follows Vaughan’s arrangement of the 
text in his edition for the Pleiade OC, vol. in, pp. 601-612. In 1965 
the Public and University Library of Geneva acquired a few Rousseau 
manuscript pages which are clearly a segment of the present text, and 


307 



Editorial notes to pages 162-168 


two years later Bernard Gagnebin published them under the title "Un 
inedit de Rousseau sur I’etat de guerre,” in De Ronsard a Breton. 
Hommage d Marcel Raymond (Librairie Jose Corti, Paris, 1967), pp. 
103-109. It has been appended to subsequent reprints of OC vol. id 
(pp. 1899-1904). The text, even as re-arranged by Vaughan, was always 
recognized to lack coherence. In 1985 Grace G. Roosevelt examined 
the original of this frequently reprinted text, and restored what appears 
to be its proper order by the simple and ingenious expedient of re¬ 
folding the manuscript pages; and she fit the fragment first published 
by Gagnebin into what appears to be its proper place in the argnment. 
She published her results together with her translation of the text as 
“A Reconstruction of Rousseau's Fragments on the State of War,” 
History of Political Thought (1987), 8:225-244, and again in Reading 
Rousseau in the Nuclear Age (Temple University Press, Philadelphia, 
1990), pp. 13-16,185-198.1 have followed her arrangement of the text, 
but the Pleiade’s reading of it. 

[6] As for what is commonly called the right of nations or, also, 
law of nations, and, in current usage, international law. 

These paragraphs are framed by angle brackets to indicate that 
they were crossed out in the manuscript. 

[iij everyone’s right to all "Nature hath given to every one a right 
to air Hobbes, De cive 1, x. 

[13] this analytical method which Rousseau had described and criti¬ 
cized in Method [6], (10]; see also Editorial Note to Ineq., epigraph, 
“What is natural,” Discourses tr. p. 251. 

[14] even if it were true that this unbounded and uncontrollable 
greed were as developed in all men as our Sophist assumes i.e. 
Hobbes’s premise - referred to in [11] above - of everyone’s right to 
all things. I understand. Referring to Hobbes’s argument in De cive 
1, xiv; Rousseau goes on to elaborate his earlier claim - in [8] above - 
that one aim of Hobbes’s account of the state of nature as a war by all 
against all is to show that despotism is the lesser evil, and thus to 
justify it. I will not fail to come back to this point. He does so at 
the end of [57]. 

[18] But if this were genuine war: which, on Rousseau's view, it is 
not, as he goes on to explain in the next two sentences. 

[19] Saint Louis, or Louis IX, who ruled France from 1226 to 1270, 
outlawed private wars in his realm in 1267. 

[25] no war between men reading entre les homrnes, with the Pleiade 
OC. 

[26] To this i.e. to the question at the end of [24}; events that can 
have a thousand particular causes independent of the common 
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principle Rousseau had originally written: which a thousand particular 
causes can change (render directly contrary to the most natural effects) 
(Pleiade OC note ad loe.). 

[33H46] is the fragment discovered and first published by Bernard 
Gagnebin, and reprinted in the second (1979) edition of OC, vol. m. 

(39] Minos and the Athenians According to tradition. King Minos 
of Crete, having defeated Athens in war, exacted a yearly tribute of 
seven Athenian youths and seven maidens, to be devoured by the 
Minotaur. One year, Theseus volunteered to be one of the youths, slew 
the Minotaur, and thus freed Athens of its tribute. 

[40] Leave their angry Gods to the Tarentines, Fabius Maximus, 
sumamed Cunctator (“Procrastinator”) for his reluctance to engage 
Hannibal’s armies directly during the Second Punic War, said, when 
he was invited to carry off to Rome the statues and paintings 
that adorned Tarentum Livy, Histories xxvu, 16, 8; Plutarch, Fabius 
xxn, 7; he did, however, carry off the monumental statue of Hercules, 
had it installed on the Capitoline hill, and next to it a heroic statue of 
himself and the earliest decadence in Roman morals is rightly 
imputed to Marcus Claudius Marcellus, surnamed the Sword of 
Peace, for not having followed the same policy in Syracuse when 
he conquered the city in 213 BC, and had its treasures of Greek art 
shipped to Rome; a covetous usurper often harms himself more 
than his enemy by the evil he does him indirectly by depriving 
his enemies of objects that effeminate or corrupt, and appropriating 
them for himself. The only penalty Cyrus imposed on the rebel¬ 
lious Lydians was a soft and effeminate life Herodotus, Histories 
I, 155 and the way the tyrant Aristodemus went about keeping 
the inhabitants of Cumae dependent on him was, among other 
things, to force them to bring up their sons in the most effeminate 
ways and to prepare them only for menial occupations: Dionysius of 
Halicarnassus, Antiquities vn, 9. 

[41J—{46] Gagnebin points out that these paragraphs were crossed out 
in the manuscript: “Un inedit de Rousseau sur Petat de guerre,” n. 8. 
[44] war consists not in one or several unpremeditated fights, 
not even in homicide or murder committed in an outburst of 
anger, but in the steady, considered and manifest will to destroy 
one’s enemy Formally, this definition closely corresponds to Hobbes’s 
definition: “... warre, consisteth not in Battell only, or in the act of 
fighting; but in a tract of time, wherein the Will to contend by Battell 
is sufficiently known; and therefore the notion of Time, is to be 
considered in the nature of Warre; as it is in the nature of weather. 
For as the nature of Foule weather, lyeth not in a shower or two of 
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rain; but in the inclination thereto of many days together; So the nature 
of War, consisted not in actual fighting; but in the known disposition 
thereto, during all the time there is no assurance to the contrary”: 
Leviathan ch. xni. 

[47] peace of God see Editorial Note to SC 1 4 (8], p. 298 above. 

[48] I will come back to in this another place. He never does go 
on to develop this point more fully, he does repeat it in his Extract 
from the Abbe de Saint Pierre's Project for Perpetual Peace, OC lit, 568. 
[57] not all of men’s conventions could ever change anything in 
the physical [constitution] of things. Rousseau had originally writ¬ 
ten: in the nature of men. Aristotle says that ... the Ephors ... 
solemnly declared war on .,. [the Helots]. He says so according 
to Plutarch, Lycurgus xxvui, 7; there is no independent surviving evi¬ 
dence of his saying so. 

Considerations on the Government of Poland 
(pages 177-260) 

Rousseau wrote the Considerations during the half year between October 
1770 and March 1771. In the late 1760s Poland was deeply divided 
between the party of those who sought greater stability by strengthen¬ 
ing ties to Russia, and those who strove for greater independence from 
Russia and political reform. The first met in June 1767 * n Radom and 
formed a Confederation which called on Catherine the Great of Russia 
to support the status quo; the second, larger, group met in February 
1768 in the town of Bar, and formed a rival Confederation. Confeder¬ 
ation was a traditional Polish resource by which a portion of the nobility- 
organized in the face of crises. Confederations clearly had a destabiliz¬ 
ing effect. The political division between the two Confederations in 
large measure overlapped with a religious division: the Confederates of 
Radom were for the most part Greek Orthodox; the Confederates of 
Bar were for the most part Roman Catholic. 

The ruling King, Stanislas-August Poniatowski (1732-1795), was 
utterly dependent on accommodation with Russia. His opponents 
charged thae he was Catherine the Great’s creature and the “usurper” 
of the Polish crown. Yet he did, at various times, attempc to negotiate 
with the Confederates of Bar, and Rousseau seems to have gauged his 
political leanings correctly when, late in these Considerations, he sug¬ 
gests that the wisest course might be to seek accommodation with him 

(«5 W)- . .... 

The Confederates of Bar turned to various western political thinkers 
for advice on how to reform Poland. One of their representatives, 
Count Wielhorski, enlisted Rousseau’s assistance in this project. Count 
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Wielhorski also asked the Abbe de Mably to draw up a proposal for 
reform. Voltaire, the great partisan of enlightened despots, and of Peter 
the Great, Catherine the Great and Frederick the Great, took sides 
against the Confederates, and wrote pamphlets taxing them with being 
“fanatics" (Fabre, in the Pleiade OC, vol. Ill, p. 1737). 

Rousseau’s and Mably’s texts were to he private documents, not 
intended for public dissemination or attribution. Yet each was clearly 
shown portions of the other’s manuscript, and each refers to points the 
other makes. Specifically, whenever Rousseau explicitly criticizes or 
rejects suggestions that have been made for the reform of the govern¬ 
ment of Poland, he is referring to suggestions in the Abbe de Mably's 
memorandum. Within a very few years, manuscript copies of the Cett- 
siderations began circulating, leading Rousseau to feel that Wielhorski 
had betrayed his confidence. The full text was first published in the 
posthumous ry8a edition of Rousseau’s works. 

Fabre has shown that at the time at which Rousseau was writing 
these Considerations, the fortunes of the Confederates of Bar looked 
particularly bright: Turkey had declared war on Russia in early 1769; 
the Confederates had taken some of the King’s strongholds; France, in 
pursuit of its policy of opposing Russia, was lending them support. 
Before long their fortunes changed. In 1772 Poland was partitioned by 
Catherine’s Russia, Frederick’s Prussia, and Marie Therese’s Austria; 
twenty years later it was partitioned again; and in 1795 it was par¬ 
titioned a third and last time. It was not restored until after the First 
World War. 

The Considerations take detailed account of Polish conditions and 
political structures. The informed mid-eighteenth-century European 
public appears to have been reasonably familiar with the political cir¬ 
cumstances of Poland. The contemporary reader may find a brief over¬ 
view of them helpful. 

Poland, the largest nation in Western Europe at the time, was an 
electoral monarchy. In addition to the King, the country was ruled, at 
the national level, by a Diet and a Senate. It was divided into thirty- 
three Palatinates, each with its Palatine or governor, as well as its local 
so-called Dietine. Delegates to the Dietines were elected locally, by the 
local nobility. Only the nobility, which in mid-century made up about 
10 percent of the population, was fully enfranchised. At the opening 
session of a Dietine, the Delegates elected a Marshal or presiding offi¬ 
cer. The Dietines then decided on an agenda of the local issues to be 
taken up by the national Diet, and elected Representatives to the Diet 
charged with implementing this agenda. The Dietines did not legislate 
for their Palatinates or have administrative authority over them. In 
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1767, 236 of the Representatives to the Dietines were chosen to be 
Delegates to the Diet. A number of these were, in turn, appointed by 
the King as Senators. Senators were appointed for life. In 1768 the 
Senate numbered 153 members. 

The Diet had initially been established in 1493. It met regularly 
every other year for sessions of up to six weeks. At the end of these 
sessions, the Delegates reported on them to tbeir Dietines’ so-called 
Report Sessions (which Rousseau mistakenly thought had been abol¬ 
ished: 7 [17]); the Dietines then either ratified or rejected the Diet’s 
actions, i.e. the laws or “constitutions'’ which it had passed. 

The Diet’s decisions were reached by consensus, and were regarded 
as approved unless challenged. Every member of the Diet enjoyed the 
right of challenge, the notorious liberum veto. The effect of the liberum 
veto was especially disruptive because it defeated not just some one 
motion or proposal, but (he entire slate of decisions reached at a given 
session of the Diet. The liberum veto and the Confederations, together, 
were the main causes of what was widely characterized as Polish 
“anarchy.” 

The Senate met regularly while the Diet was in session, and was 
convened by the King as required at other times. Between sessions of 
the Diet a core of twenty-eight Senators remained at Court. The head 
of the Senate was called its Primate, a position held by the Archbishop 
of Gniezno (7 [3]). 

The historical information in these notes is largely based on C. E. 
Vaughan, Jean-Jacques Rousseau: Political Writings, 11, pp. 369-409; 
JeanFabre, OC til, 1733-1804; Eckhart Koch, in Jean-Jacques Rousseau, 
Sozial-pkilosofhische und politische Schriften, pp. 836-872; Bronislaw 
Baczko, Lumieres de I'utopie (Payot, Paris, 1978), pp. 67-roo. The trans¬ 
lation is based on Fabre’s edition, OC nr, 921-1041. 

Title Government Rousseau first wrote Constitution and Republic, 
which he crossed out and replaced with Government; indeed, he is 
clearly here using the term as it is commonly used, to mean body politic 
or State, not in the restricted, technical sense he usually attaches to it, 
i.e. the executive in contrast to the sovereign: SC 10 I [5]. 

[1] The State of the Question The section titles are Rousseau’s; 
later editors added the numbering. 

[3] powerful and cunning aggressor Russia. 

1 [5)... die law above man ... squaring the circle in geometry, 
Cp. To Miraieau (4]. 

2 [7] see die end of the Social Contract I.e. tv 8 ft)—£6]. 
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3 [z] Remember the Spartan: Brasidas; see also Intq. n [38]. 

3 [5] You must seize the occasion of the latest event a military 
victory by the Confederates on to September 1770; see Rousseau’s 
letter to Count Wielhorski, in CC, vol. xxvm, pp. 136—118 (Fabre). 

3 [7] this widely praised Tsar Peter the Great, who tried to West¬ 
ernize the Russians; on Peter’s exclusively “imitative” genius, SC 11 8 
[5]- 

3 [8] mother country mere patne\ see also p. xlvi above, ubi patria, 
ibi bene “Where my fatherland is, there is my good”; whereas the 
traditional, cosmopolitan, and hence, in the present context, 
“execrable” saying holds “Wherever my good is, there is my 
fatherland.” 

3 [10] trained, literally “formed”; see Editorial Note to Pol. Ec. [24]. 

3 [13] formerly impoverished Polish nobles ... among the 
Romans as long as the Republic endured On Roman patronage, 
i-C rv 4 [2 5 J. 

4 1‘] give to souls the national form Reading forme with Vaughan, 
and as the sense requires, in place of the PLeiade 0<7s force. 

4 [2] (main)spring(s), ressort(s), is how Rousseau and many of his 
contemporaries often refer to the artifices by which institutions and 
individuals are set and kept in motion. 

5 [2} Let the separation between the two Polands be as pro¬ 
nounced as that between them and Lithuania which, at the time, 
was a province of Poland. Perfect the form of the Dietines A Diet- 
ine was the Diet of a Palatinate or province which, in turn, elected 
deputies to (he national Diet. 

6 [6] Freedom is hearty fare Cp. Ineq ed [6]. 

6 [7] I shall present below in 13 [14H20} 

7 [3] the continuous presence of the lawgiver may simply refer to 
the legislative; but, more plausibly, Rousseau is here indicating that 
the lawgiver need not be a founder or even a single individual, but may 
be the public-spirited citizenry; cp. 7 [10] and 7 [12]: “the Lawgiver as 
a body”; see Introduction above, pp xxiif. 

7 [4 \ pacta convents the set of fundamental laws which, upon assuming 
the throne, Kings of Poland swore to uphold; see also 8 [7] and [8] 
below, and what Rousseau there calls “imperial capitulations”; and con¬ 
trast with the discussions of the contract of government in Intq. u [44}- 
[46], and SC in 1 (6], and tn 16 [3H7]. 

7 [5I I have already ceased to count Sweden King Adolphe- 
Frederic of Sweden died in 1771; Rousseau anticipated that his son 
and heir, Gustav III, whom he had met, would reject the restrictions 
Parliement had imposed on the Crown; his expectations were confirmed 
in 1772. 
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7 [6| The executive power divided among several individuals 
-.. For the argument of this paragraph, see SC in io [7]. 

7 [81 you have been advised Here and throughout the Considerations 
this formula refers to some proposal by the Abbe de Mably. 

7 [ir] liberum veto every Deputy’s right to veto acts of the Diet; as 
Rousseau here indicates, the liberum veto favored the King, since he 
could reasonably expect always to find at least one Deputy to block 
any Diet action he wanted to see defeated; the means which I pro¬ 
pose . . . Social Contract: in 12, 13. 

7 [12] the Lawgiver as a body see Editorial Note to 7 [3] above. 

7 [16] Palladium guardian. 

7 [17] Marshal of the Dietine The Presiding Officer, elected at the 
Dietme’s opening session. 

7 [19] The principles from which these rules can be deduced arc 
established in the Social Contract: They are found in SC m 13. 

7 [22] the commissioners of Radom The body charged with super¬ 
vising the Crown’s and the army’s finances; Deputies to the Tribunal 
i.e. to the Appeals Courts; the Laudum they present specifically, 
the local confirmation of the election of deputies to the Dietines; more 
generally any decision of a Dietine; John Wilkes (1727-1797), publicist 
and politician, critic of the British Crown, repeatedly elected to the 
House of Commons, and repeatedly denied accreditation because of 
pressure from the Crown. Rousseau compares his own treatment at the 
hands of Geneva with Wilkes’s treatment at the hands of Parliament 
in the ninth of his Letters from the Mountain [33] et seq {OC hi, 876f.). 

7 [23] The Golden Book of Venice The register in which the 
descendants of noble families have to be inscribed in order co qualify 
for public office; Grod Electoral District. 

7 [29] I do not quite see why .. . there is still need for great 
Castellans At the time there were thirty-four Great Castellans, whom 
Rousseau suggests depriving of their Senatorial seats; Palatin Elder 
or Prefect. 

7 [32]... Senators... as I have said.. . must tend to usurpation: 
He said so in 7 [28]. 

7 [33] Starost Elder or Prefect. 

7 [36] will be found below in 13 [7H9]. 

7 [39] This paragraph is inserted at this point in the manuscript of the 
Neuchatel library. 1 have discussed this matter in the Social Con¬ 
tract iv 3 and 4; see also section 14 of the present Considerations. 

7 [40] ... voting ... in the Social Contract He did so in Bk. tv, 
chs. 2-4. 

7 [41] ad actum for the purposes at hand. 
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8 [3] I have said how ... these appointments should be made 
He said so in 7 [35], (36] above; the Archbishop of Gniezno was, as 
Rousseau indicates in the immediate sequel, the Primate of Poland. 

8 [7J Denmark .. . England ... Sweden In J770 the Queen of 
Denmark’s favorite, J. F. Struensee, succeeded in assuming unlimited 
powers; England see, on Wilkes, 7 [22] above with the Editorial Note; 
Sweden see the Editorial Note to 7 [5] above. 

9 [1] I have already pointed out the principal one above Namely 
the size of the country: [5] The Radical Vice, pp. 193 f. 

9 [7] unanimity was required for the formation of the body poli¬ 
tic and for the fundamental laws that bear on its existence, such 
as, for example, the first one as corrected, the fifth, the ninth, 
and the eleventh, enacted by the pseudoDiet of 1768. The first 
fundamental law to which Rousseau here refers states that the Polish 
Republic is made up of three orders: the King, the Senate, and the 
Knightly order; Rousseau spelled out his reasons for taking issue with 
this claim in section 6 above; the fifth states that the King must be 
elected unanimously, and that the Kingship is not hereditary; the ninth 
affirms the indissoluble union of the Crown and the Grand-Duchy of 
Lithuania; the eleventh guarantees the equality and the prerogatives of 
the political body of the nation, the szkchta (Fabre). 

9 [10) any number of proportions Reading proportions with Vaughan, 
and as the sense requires, in place of the Pleiade OC"s propositions. 

9 [14} Confederations . . . this federative form see the Editorial 
Note ad 15 [3], p. 317 below. 

10 [4} I shall develop this idea more fully in a moment in section 
13, especially [3]. 

10 [6] attach the most severe sanctions to those Reading celks 
instead of the OCs eelle. 

11 [3] the sale of the starosties lands belonging to the Crown; see 
also 11 [11] below. 

11 [5) corvee or “statute labor”: obligatory unpaid or partly paid work 
on public projects. This issue ... in its place i.e. in section 12, 
especially [6H113. 

11 [8] a people of Capuchins an order of mendicant friars. 

11 fra] The Quaestors of the Roman army ... curule office. The 
quaestors supervised public finances; the office was, as Rousseau says, 
die first rung on the ladder to high office; the curule office or chair 
was reserved for Consuls, Praetors or Dictators. 

11 [14] capitation Taxes on individuals or households; hence also on 
nobles and clergymen; Rousseau discusses capitation and Montes¬ 
quieu’s objection to it more fully in Pol. Ec. [60]. 
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11 [15] Revenue Service or La Feme: the administrative structure 
coordinating and overseeing the tax fanners; see Editorial Note to Pot. 
Ec. [36]. tax stamps or Papiers timbres', official forms for contracts and 
similar legal instruments which require the payment of a tax to acquire 
legal force. 

11 [16] S6bastien le Prestre Marshal de Vauban (1633-1707), Louis 
XIV’s chief military architect, and author of a project for tax reform; 
Abbe de Saint-Pierre (1648-1743) published an influential Project for 
Perpetual Peace in Europe (1713), and a Polysynodie (1718) advocating 
that rulers rely on the advice of Councils of Experts; Rousseau ar one 
time undertook to edit the Abbe's papers, and he eventually published 
an Extract from the Project for Perpetual Peace and a Judgment on the 
Project for Perpetual Peace, OC m, $63-589, 591-600. All lands, the 
King’s, the Nobles’, the Church’s, the Commons should pay 
equally, that is to say in proportion to size and productivity, 
regardless of who may be the proprietor. The Pleiade OC note 
correctly points out how very revolutionary this proposal is. 

12 |q] it is not conceivable that the Nation could be used to 
oppress itself Reading concevable with Vaughan and as die sense 
requires, in place of the OC$ convenabie; he called them Citizens, 
Quirites According to Tacitus, Annals t, 42, his doing so quelled their 
mutiny. Whoever dares ... even truer of peoples. This sentence 
is found in only one of the manuscripts. 

12 110] to excel in ... guerilla warfare Reading excelldt with 
Vaughan, in place of the OCs s'exersedt pour. 

32 [12] You have just given a forever memorable example see 
Editorial Note to 3 [5] above. 

13 [ij for the reasons set forth above: 7 [33] et seq. 

•3 [3) $P es Patriae i.e. Hope of the Fatherland. 

13 [4] the report-session of the Dietines or Dietines de relation; at 
7(17] Rousseau says these Dietines de relation should absolutely be 
restored; in fact they were never suspended; a deputy at Radom or 
at the office or Commission supervising governmental finances, primar¬ 
ily its expenditures; apparently the same as the Chambre its comptes 
13 [5] Civis eleetus Elected Citizen. 

13 [7] the same method ... in judging outgoing Senator Depu¬ 
ties as 1 suggested for their election. He did so in 7 [41] above. 

13 [9] Custos legum Guardian of the laws, 

13 [12] the college of the Administrators of education about 
which I have spoken above. He did so in 4 [7] and 13 [6]. 
r3 [18] the free places [in the secondary schools] about which I 
spoke above. He did so in 4 [3]. 
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r4 [19I of glorious memory reading ie glorieuse memoire, with Vaughan 
and as the sense requires; OC reads: de glorieuse memoire. 

15 [1] not lose sight of what I said in the Social Contract, i.e. at 
II 10 (3] et seq. 

15 [2] the Sultan The French, le grand Seigneur or “the great Lord,” 
can give the reader pause; the [Sublime] Porte is the government of 
the Ottoman Empire. 

15 [3] the freedom of the union of German States ... Holland 
... current government of Sweden Three forms of what Rousseau 
calls “confederation” or “confederative State.” Confederation, “. .. by 
uniting Peoples with ties similar to those that unite individuals, subjects 
each [i.e. the Peoples in question, as well as the individuals that make 
them up] equally to the authority of the Laws. Such a government 
seems preferable, besides, because it combines at the same time the 
advantages of large and of small States, that it is formidable to the 
outside because of this power, that the Laws are in full vigor within 
it, and that it alone is able to contain Subjects, Chiefs and Foreigners 
alike”: Extract from the Abbe de Saint Pierre's Project for Perpetual Peace, 
OC in, 564. Rousseau indicates some of his reservations about this 
project in his fugment sur le projet de paix perpetuelle, OC iy, 848f (tr., 
466!}. See also Montesquieu, Spint of the Laws, tx 1-3. 


Letter to D’Offreville (pages 261-265) 

This letter has been edited most recently and fully by R. A. Leigh in 
his edition of Rousseau's Correspondance complete , voL tx, pp. 143—148. 

The addressee of this letter, Grimprel d’Offreville, had written to 
Rousseau on 15 September 1761 (CC tx, 127-129), expressing his great 
admiration, and raising the question which Rousseau goes on to discuss, 
whether or in what sense moral conduct is self-interested; he acknowl¬ 
edged Rousseau’s reply in a somewhat ponderous letter dated 17 
October 1761 (CC tx, 178-182). He subsequently published the entire 
correspondence, after slightly revising his own letters. 

Rousseau himself evidently regarded his letter as a public statement. 
The original has not been found, but two manuscript copies are known, 
one of them in Rousseau's hand, apparently intended for inclusion in 
an edition of his complete works. Leigh’s critical edition of the letter 
flags the few, essentially stylistic differences between these two copies. 
The present translation is based on the text in Rousseau’s hand. 

[9] no one has within himself any interest in acting well, he 
cannot do good Rousseau is allowing a pun to imply that acting well 
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is to do good: bien fare means “to act well”; with the order of the 
terms reversed, bim becomes a noun instead of an adverb, and the 
expression fare (du) ken means “to do good.” 


Letter to Usteri (pages 265-268) 

This letter has been edited most recently and fully by R. A. Leigh 
in his edition of Rousseau’s Correspondence complete, vol. xvii, 
pp, 62-65, 

The addressee, Leonhard Usteri (1741-1789), was a Protestant 
minister in Zurich. The present letter speaks most specifically to ques¬ 
tions Usteri had raised about Rousseau’s views regarding the relations 
between Christianity and political society in letters to Rousseau dated 
16 April 1763, 30 April 3763, and especially in one dated 23 June 
i7*3- 


[1] Paul-Claude Moultou (1731-1787), Protestant minister in Geneva, 
one of Rousseau's closest and steadiest friends. Sauttem is Jean-Ignace 
Sauttermeister de Sautersheim (1738-1767), a young Hungarian Baron 
or pseudo-Baron whom Rousseau befriended: Confessions xii, OC 1, 
615-618. 

[5] our Lord ... blessed the poor in spirit Matthew 5:3. 

[7] I can refer you to my Book SC iv 8 [22]-[3oj. Mucius Scaevola 
... breaking the siege of Rome By the Etruscan king Lars Porsena 
who was trying to restore the Tarquins to power in Rome (in 507 bc); 
Livy, Histories a, 13; Seneca, On Providence in, 5; and see Editorial 
Note to First Discourse [53]; great-souled Judith saved her people by 
seducing and beheading Halophorness, the Assyrian general who was 
besieging the Jewish city of Bethulia; her story is told in the Book of 
Juditk of the Apocrypha. 

[8] everyone always ends up adhering to the same sentiment as 
before. One of the ms. drafts of this letter goes on at this point: 
“Besides, however much you may be a philosopher, I feel that one 
always has to be somewhat attached to the state.” [D'ailleurs quelque 
pkilosophe qut vous puissiez itre. je sens qu ’il faut toujours un peu tenir a 
I'etat. J 

[10] M. Gessner’s ... kind offer Salomon Gessner (1730-1788), a 
poet living in Zurich, had had the idea of having Rousseau’s works 
printed in Zurich. 
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Letter to Mjrabeau (pages 268-271) 

Recent editions of this Letter are C. F.. Vaughan, Jean Jacques Rousseau: 
Political Writings, voi. n, pp. 159-162; R. A. Leigh, CC xxxnr, 238- 
246. 

Victor Riquetti, Marquis tie Mirabeau (1715-1789), the physiocrat 
known ever since the publication of his first work, L'Ami des hommes 
ou Traite de la population [The Friend of Men or Treatise on Population} 
(1756-2758), as “The friend of men”; which is how Rousseau refers 
to him at one point in this Letter. 

This is Rousseau’s only properly speaking political letter to Mira¬ 
beau. Their correspondence began with a most remarkable, highly per¬ 
sonal letter from Mirabeau, generously offering Rousseau, who at that 
time was a refugee in England, hospitality in one of his properties (27 
October 1776). Rousseau was clearly touched, and answered in an 
equally personal vein. 

Mirabeau replied to the present letter extraordinarily promptly, on 
30 July 1767, with a lengthy, detailed and characteristically personal 
summary of the physiocratic principles of his master Francois 
Quenais - to whom he refers as “the venerable Confucius of Europe.’’ 
He subsequently published both this letter of Rousseau’s and his reply 
to it: see Rousseau’s letter to Moultou, 14 February 1769. 

[i] the book you sent me L Ordre nature! et essenriel des Societes poli- 
tiques [The Natural and Essential Order of Political Societiesj by Mercier 
de la Riviere (London, 1767); what the evidence is on which legal 
despotism is supposed to be based; and nothing seemed to me 
less evident than the chapter devoted to all this evidence, de la 
Riviere calls rule according to necessary laws “legal despotism"; Euclid 
ruling all enlightened people with his geometrical truths exercises legal 
despotism: ch. 25, p. 185. what will happen to all your sacred 
rights of property in times of great danger de la Riviere bases all 
society on the right to property and, like Locke, he bases the right to 
property on everyone’s exclusive property in his own person: ch. 2. 
“Let the salvation of the people be the supreme law": the maxim 
of Roman public right, salus popult suprema lex esto. 

[2} “1 see the better and approve it/but follow the worse”: Video 
meliora proboque, /deteriora sequor. Ovid, Metamorphoses vn, 20-21. 

[4J the great problem of Politics, which I compare to that of 
squaring the circle in Geometry Cp. Poland 1 [5] and of longi¬ 
tudes in Astronomy i.e. of how, in an age of less than fully reliable 
timepieces, to ascertain one’s longitude, especially on the high seas. 


3>9 



Editorial notes to pages 271-276 


[13] I am afraid that it will lead to rather different countries 
than those toward which you claim to go. The first draft of the 
letter goes on at this point: “Therefore I regret to tell you that as long 
as monarchy endures in france [sic] it will never be adopted there”: 
Vaughan, Rousseau: Political Writings, vol. n, p. 162, n. 3; Leigh, CC, 
vol. xxxtii Letter 5991 bis, n. 56. 


Letter to \ 1 . de Fr.snquieres (pages 272-285) 

This letter has been edited by P.-M. Masson in his classical La “Pro¬ 
fession de foi du Vtcaire Savoyard" (Librairie de 1 ’Universite, Fribourg, 
1914), pp. 513-536; Henri Gouhier edited it for the Pleiade Oeuvres 
completes , vol. TV, pp. 1133-1147; Ralph Leigh’s edition in his Corre- 
spondance complete , vol. xxxvn, pp. 13-24, faithfully reproduces Rous¬ 
seau’s orthography and punctuation. Leigh has identified the addressee 
as one Laurent Aymon de Franquieres. 

Renou The warrant issued for Rousseau’s arrest by the Parliament of 
Paris in 1762 was still in effect, and Rousseau had therefore been 
advised to go under an assumed name upon his return to France from 
England in 1768. 

[5] necessary motion, an expression of which ... I have never 
made any sense. It is a premise of the materialists, in contrast to the 
deists’ premise which Rousseau adopts in [17] of this Utter, that God 
is required to impart motion to matter; Diderot speaks of “essential” 
motion in his Pensees pkilosopkiques xvm and xxi; the latter being the 
pensee which Rousseau repeatedly singles out as particularly important: 
see [11] below, with the editorial note, a Clarke Samuel Clarke (1675- 
1729), disciple and friend of Newton’s, he attacked materialism in the 
name of what he called the mathematical principles, of philosophy, and 
in this connection he criticized Locke’s speculation about thinking 
matter; in his Discourses Concerning the Being and Attributes of Cod 
(1706) he endeavored to prove the existence of God in as mathematical 
a manner “as the subject matter allows.” regardless of what Locke 
may say on the subject, the assumption of thinking matter is 
a genuine absurdity, see Letter to Voltaire [8] and the Editorial Note; 
Rousseau returns to the problem of thinking matter in [13] below. 

[8] because they have no need of it. i.e. of knowing God. The 
French is equivocal: it can equally well be read as saying “because they 
have no need of him” i.e. of God. 

[9] Coeli enarrant “The heavens declare” the glory of God; Psalm 
19.1 
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[10] the dictamen of your conscience Rousseau regularly refers to 
the dictate of conscience as its dictamen. 

(11) Diogenes walk as his only reply to Zeno who denied motion 
Rousseau considers this episode from a different point of view in Lan¬ 
guages 1 [7]. Bishop Berkeley . .. maintains that there are no 
bodies Rousseau had made the same point in first Discourse [57]. the 
author of the Pensees philosophiques Rousseau does not name the 
author because Diderot had published the Pensees anonymously; he also 
discusses Diderot’s materialist argument in Voltaire [30]. 

[13} You Epicurean, you make up the soul with subtle atoms 
Specifically, Lucretius, On the Nature of Things m, 179, 2o6f., 209; 
Lucretius recognizes the difficulty to which Rousseau here calls atten¬ 
tion: ib. m 176-257. You Modernist, you show me an organic mol¬ 
ecule The challenge is directed specifically at BufFon, who had formu¬ 
lated the theory of organic molecules to account for the generation of 
living beings in his Histoire naturelle generate et particuliere (1749), 
especially chs. 2-4, BufFon OP, pp. 2386-2563; Rousseau’s wording 
echoes Button's formulations. 

[14] When I examined all this closely In Intq. 1 [19] and Voltaire 

[ 8 ], 

[16] the likes of Fenelon, of Cato, of Socrates Fenelon (1651-1715) 
wrote on education, politics and religion. His Adventures of TeUtnachus 
served as one of the models for Rousseau’s Emile. Although his defense 
of religious “quietism” brought him into conflict with the ecclesiastical 
authorities, he remained Archbishop of Cambrai. In his Traiie it ['exis¬ 
tence et des mributs de Dieu (1,1) he discusses and rejects the Epicurean 
arguments about the origin of the visible universe which Rousseau 
mentions in the Letter to Voltaire [30], and again in the present Letter 
[11]. Rousseau consistently expressed great admiration for Fenelon. On 
Cato and Socraies, see especially Pol. Ec. [30] and the Introduction, 
p. XXX. 

[17] I recall ... meeting up ... with this question of the origin 
of evil ... see especially the Letter to Voltaire. 

[21] Titus (39—Si), Emperor of Rome (79-81), making the Roman 
people happy ... might not waste a single day, and yet not be 
virtuous; he certainly was so in sending back Berenice. He would 
say he had wasted his day if it went by without his doing some good; 
see also Last Reply [57]*. Titus wanted to marry Berenice, the niece 
and widow of Herod, but did not lest his doing so offend the Roman 
people; an action about which Racine and Corneille each wrote a tra¬ 
gedy. Rousseau discusses Racine's play in his Letter to d'Alembert , OC 
v, 48-50. Brutus causing his children to be put to death may 
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have been more than just. But Brutus was a tender father See 
Last Reply [54]—[56] with the Editorial Note. 

[22] Will he end up like Joseph, and leave his coat? When he fled 
the attempts by Potiphar’s wife to seduce him; Genesis 39,12-20. 

[23] Do you sometimes read Plato’s Republic ? ... Socrates’s 
friend, whose name I have forgotten, GUucon, depicts to him 
the just beset by the outrages of fortune and the injustices of 
men ... Republic 11, 359^3620 Socrates ... believes he has to 
invoke the Gods before answering; he says it would be impious of 
him not come to the assistance of justice: Republic n, 368b hut without 
the hope of another life - with which the Republic begins (328c- 
331b) and ends (6o8d-62id). 

[25] you give every advantage to the second. Rousseau wrote “to 
the first”; all editors agree this was a slip of the pen. 

[26] according to me, Jesus ... very positively declared that he 
would not perform any [miracles] Rousseau discusses and docu¬ 
ments this claim most fully in LM m (OC 111, 735-736); on miracles 
in general, see especially SC ri 7 [11]. 
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This index lists most occurrences of significant terms, concepts or 
names. Occasionally the indexed term occurs more than once on 
the listed page. Bold type indicates more important occurrences of 
the indexed term. As a rule Rousseau’s first use of a significant term, 
concept or name is accompanied by an Editorial Note identifying it. 
The reader is urged to consult the Editorial Notes alongside the 
text, as index entries do not always refer to them. Page references 
to the Editorial Notes are in italics. An asterisk (*) indicates a foot¬ 
note of Rousseau’s. Whenever necessary, such a footnote is further 
identified by paragraph: 15o[31 ]* refers to Rousseau’s first footnote 
in the paragraph marked [31] on page 150. 


set also God 
Adam 43 

the children of Adam 770 
aeranum see public treasury 
Aeschylus 182 

aggregation/association 48, 49, 50 
Agis, King of Spara 137 
agriculture 224/ 

aim of the political association s/e end of 

Alembert, Jean Le Rond d’ 51* 

oneself or one’s freedom 44-46 
oneself and all one's rights to the 
community 50, 56, 61, 63 

see else inalienable 
America, savages of northern 92 


amour prupre «vi, iq 6 
and reciprocity nm 
and patriotism xxif 
and doing what one ought 261, 272 
analytic method 163, 297, 3of 
anarchy 83, 108, 255 

of Poland 178, 183, 193, 199, 21&-220 
its causes I98f, 216-aac 

fiscal parsimoniousness 27 
governments 13 

did not even know the word 


“finance’’ 225 



citizens/modem estates 221 
skeptics 272 
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Appius Claudius 129 
Archimedes 9+ 

Argenson, Marqu^ d’ 268 

quoted 42*, 6o*, 79*. 150(311* 
aristocracy xxivf, Sgf, 92-94, 106* 

elective, the best of all governments 
xxivf, 9if 

hereditary, the worst of all 
governments 93, 106* 
Aristodemus 172, jog 
Aristotle 176, 29;, 310 
Nicomacbian Eihics 108*, 29/, 292, 

m 

Polities sf, 43, 94. W‘f .?« 
assemblies of the people 110-116 pamm 
ngf 

association, associates 49, 50, 51, 60 
/aggregation 48 
Athens 8 

Augustine of Hippo 293 
Augustus see Octavius 
authority 

natural, by force, by con tencton 44 
Balboa, NuAez g; 

Barbeyrac, Jean Baptiste 59, 29/, joj, 
1°7 

Bayle, Pierre 146, 303 
Beaufort, due de 121 
beliefs/conduct xxvif 
see also right, strict 
beneficence 160 
benevolence 153, 164 
Berenice 28r, 321 
Berkeley, Bishop George 277 
Berne 93*, t9lf 

the soul 187 

Bodir, Jean 25, 30, 37,51* 
bourgeois 194, 244, tgli 
ennobling them 246 
Brasidas i8jf 

brotherhood fjraientitei of all men xxvi. 


Caesar, Julius tot", 1 jo[ |21* 

Caligula 43. 69, 142 
Calvin, Jean 70* 
capitation 3of, 231, 316 
Carritres, Fr. Louis de 143* 

CastelUn 206f, 2ti, 242, 243, 250, 314 
Catherine the Great, Tsarina of Russia 
Jio,311 

Catiline 140, 148, 150!,iaj*, 303 
Cato, M Portius (The Elder) 46* 

Cato, M Portius (The Younger) 25, 
46*, 150(321*, 280 
/Socrates xxx, 16 

moral 82 
physical 82 

Censor, Romin tag, 131, 141! ,3tuf 
Censorial Committee, proposed for 
Poland 244-247 

Censorial Office, in France 303/ 
Chardin, Jean 34 

Charles VII, Emperor of the Holy 

Roman Empire 214 
China 12 

Christianity xxv-xxvti, 144-148, 

147-150, 158 

favors the great or general society of 
mankind, therefore detaches from 
political societies xxvi, 266f 
Christian powers, their politics 2$b, 
257 

see also Jesus 

Cicero 135, 140, 150132]*, 159, joy. 3°7 
cmzen(s) 51, ;■*, 184, 190, 221 
both soveteign and subject 83 
forming and educating them 20-23 
theit duties/natural right 61 
religion t46f 

Rousseau, "Citizen of Geneva" xxii, 

41. J9 

/professional or mercenary armies 28f, 

131. 294 f 

see also Cato (The Vounger)/Socrates 

City/city 51 


156, «S8 

Brutus, I. Junius xxviii, 281 
Buffon, Georges-Louis Leclerc, 
de J2/ 

Burlamaqui. Jean-Jacques xlv 


-ire xviii, 47 

authority/pacerral power 3f, 29/ 
tranquility 45 
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state, state i>f nature compared 53I', 
&3f 

religion xxix, i$cf 
Clarke, Samuel *74. 3™ 

Cvmttui see Rome 


reason does not incline independent 
men to it 155 

the end of the State's institution 57 
brotherhood Ifralemttfi of all men 
xxvi, 156, 158 

existence (of the members of a nation) 


189 

self of the political society 6, 56, I7flf 
reason, very restricted *71 


confederation (t) 30 

confederation (2) 201, 203, 216,119- 
2*t, 255, 310 

compared to the Roman Dictatorship 
ai9f 

of Bar 184/, 3/of 
of Radon 310 

confederation (3) 23; 

see also federative (or federal) 


confederation (4) xxvii, 116*, 257, j'7 
conquest, the most common motive for 


whether innate or the work of 
prejudices and education 262 
males unnecessary a body of doctrine 
275 

consent 1 *3f 
tacit 57f, 109 


pooling xvnf, 69 

ts foundation is property 4, 23, 2 
29. 37. S4-5*. • 61 


does not obligate the body of the 
people 52, 120 


of government, 01 “double 

contract" - a fallacious doctrine 
83, nftf, it8, 313 
see also imperial capitulations, pasta 


contradtction(s) 23, 122 
the contradictory constitution of 
mankind 163 


contradiction with himself are 
worthless 147 

itself 120, 203, 217 

economic system combining affluence/ 
self-sufficiency mf 

convince/persuade xiif, 71, 271 
Corneille, Pierre 33s 
Cornelius Nepos, quoted 108* 

Corsica 78 

corvee, preferable to taxes 113, 226, 


cosmopolitan souls stavi 
cosmopolites 158 

Cromwell, Oliver 121, 148, 267 
curule office Or chair 133, 230, 3'S 
Cyclops' cave 46, 162. 


of man 69, 155. 157. 164 
of inan/of the state 109 
of the state 69, 75, 81, 85, 141 « 

military 233 
of mankind 163 
of things 159, 191 
of this universe 173. 274. 275 
contract (also pact, compact, treaty) u6f 
social xv, 39, 49-51, b3. it? 


death 279C 282 

penalty 6qf, 218, 219 
see also sou), doctrine of soul’s 
immortality 

democracy 8, 67*, 89C 90-92, 101, io6, 
108, H7f, 125 
pure or direct xxiv, 24, 294 
good 93 

genuine to6*. sasf 
tempered t»6* 
democratic tumult 206 
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democracy (coni.) 

no tolerable mean between the most 
austere democracy and the most 
perfect Hobbesism 270 
set also government, popular 

Denmark 213 

depend ence/independence sii, 42, 46, 

49, S2f, 55, 61, 63, <>9, 76, 77*. 
78, 80, qt, 94, 145, .49, 154, 
I55f 168, 172, 239, 292 
deputies or representatives 113-115 
sci also representative!?) 
desert(s) m mem 

despot, despotism 45, 48, 101, 102, 104, 
106*, 108, 345, 164, 178 

"legal despotism” 268f, 271, 319 

Dictatorship, Roman 138-340 

Poland's Confederations compared to 
it 2tgf 

Diderot, Denis aiif, ximii, 277f 
Pmfcs phtbsopkiqves 277f, 32; 

Droit naiurel sin, 156, 157, 290, 292, 

job 

Diogenes the Cynic 277 
Dionysius of Halicarnassus 709 

droit see right; upright 
duels 46, 141, 167 
duty(ies) 

Rousseau's duty publicly to state his 

relevant to humanity 268 
to answer the letters included here 
265, 266, 267, 285 
of humanity 4; 

of citizens/tKcir natural nghl 61 
/interests 15, 52 
/rights 66 
see also right(s) 

economic system: affluence/ 
self-sufficiency 224-232 

domestic 3 

political or public 3-6 

popular/tyrannical 9 
popular or legitimate 9 
its three essentia) rules or duties 9, 
13 . 23 


see also government 
education, private/public 20-23 

public practiced by Ancients 22,192 
and patriotism rSgf 
for Poland 189-19;: scholarships 
190; gymnastics, sports, primarily 
for the soul 187, 191; moral 
education, primarily negative 191 

Egypt, posthumous judgment of their 

Kings’ reign 253 
election(s) 

of the Prince and magistrates last. 
249-252 

a function of Government, not 
sovereignty I2gf 
by lot or bv choice I25f, 24Qf 
elective kingship 49, 213-215, 249-251 
emancipation 

of serfs iq6f, 235, 245f 
of entire villages 246 
emergencies see Dictatorship 
end (aim) of the political association 
the members' common good 57 
their preservation and prosperity 105 
England 213 

Parliament ita* 114, 118, 187/, 1978, 
199, 200, 201, 204, 203, 209 
peerage 195, 211, 215 

juries 263f 

ennobling individuals, cities 24b 
Ephnrs 136, 176 
Epicureanism appf 
equality xix, 91, 94 
natural/by right or law 10, 56 
natural/insututed 92, 223 
notion of justice based on jrviiif 
notion of justice based on reciprocity 
6lf 

civil justice 7Sf 
see also inequality 
Euripides 182 
evil ( mat) 262 
/war 173 
physical 279 
moral 280 

the problem of its origin 279-281 
excommunication 145* 
executive, the risks of dividing it 199 

Fabius Maximus 171 
fact/right 42, 116, 167, 297 
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faith/works 275 
family 3-6, 42 
fatherland (pane) 18 
/country (pnyrl xxviii 
love of l6f 

federative (or federal) government 
ao8, 209, 157, 317 
a masterpiece of politics 220 

see also confederation 
Ftneion, Francois de Salignac, 
Archbishop 280, 32/ 
firmurs gfntraur set tax farmers 
feudalism 46, 114, 1-67, 196 
Filmer, Sir Roben 5, 29; 
linandal systems are modem 225 
financier tee tax fanners 
fiscal policy see public treasury or 


free peoples wage not aggressive but 
vigorous defensive ware 258 
free will and morality 45 
freedom xxf, 45. 53. 84 
man bom free 41, 12] 
natural 163 


self-imposed low 5Jf, 120 
full rtti 

can be gained, but never recovered 


/servitude 92, no, J15 
/ peace 105* 

/repose ita, 178 
/hereditary monarchy ai3f 
not the Fruit of every cluruce 100, 115 
a rich food, difficult to digest 106 
fundamental law tie law(s), fundamental 


balance between man's natural force 
and natural needs 49, 153 

/law 163 

/legitimacy 25, 30 
/right 41, 43f 
aggregating forces tf/i 
•‘forced to be free" xxi, to, W 
forced to conform to wills that are not 
his own 124 
/will 82 

or virtue 160, 281 
foreign 8 

policy xxvii, exit, 151 
relations based on the law of nature 7, 
168 

undependable *56 
tee aha confederation (4); war 
foreigners 
/enemies 159 
as lawgivers 70, 177 
form (v.) », 158, 160, 186, 293, jrj 
malformed 20 
form(s) (n.) 

of association 49 

of government 82, 87-90, 92, 99f, 145 
of the soul 189 
fortifications 29, 183, 224 238 

founder xxiii, 25 
tee also lawgiver^) 

Franquiires, Laurent Aymunt de 172- 

285 


Galba, Roman Emperor 2; 

society of mankind xii, *iv, 159 

generalizing ideas rj8 

of natural right and the common 
brotherhood of men 158 
Geneva 209, 223, 298 
Rousseau, citizen of 39, 4t 
Genoa 

George I, King of England 59 
Gessner, Salomon 3/4 
God 

alone can govern the world 193, 270 
voice of the legislative power is voice 
of God on earth 195 
all power comes from God 44 
all justice comes from God xilif. 66 

in his wrath sends trad Kings, they 
say 99 

of the wise/gods of the multitude 

25&f. *&7 

doubts about and proofs of the 
existence of 272-275 

his revelation 275f, 320 
unknown to man savage and without 

belief in God vs. belief in the 

simulacrum of God 281-283 
and virtue 281 

combines, modifies, does not create or 
annihilate matter 280 
see oho active principle, great Being 
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gods 

would be required to give men laws 

the first rulers men recognized 143 

as many as there were peoples i4zf 
the Pagans' gods not jealous 143 
golden age 154 

Gondi, Paul de, Ordinal Coadjutor and 
Cardinal de Retz 105* 

good 

while only the good or virtuous can 
live content or happy, not all the 
good or virtuous are happy 264* 
common good 

the end of the State’s institution 57 
reason does not incline independent 
men to it 155 

greatest good of all: freedom, equality 

*ii. 78 

the fundamental law, that each in all 
things prefers the greatest good 
of all 16c, i6t 

government (0 (or Prince) xxiiif, 6, 83 
domestic/civil 3—6, 98 
popular or legitimate 9, 21 
popular or democratic 92, 94 
well-regulated 10 

ics three essential rules or duties 9, 

13, -*3 

/sovereignly) 6, 6a. 67*, 8af 
as body/soul 8a 
their permanent tension ro6 
its members or "magistrates" 8? 

forms of government 8a, 87-90, 99f 
the best 90, 93 
the worst 93 
rinaple/mexed 99f 
federative 194, 208, 210 

the simply best I04f 
sign of good government 105 
its dangerous right to suspend rights 
it deems dangerous 119 
its tendency to degenerate 
by contraction io6f 
by usurping the sovereign power 
ro7f, 119 

not instituted by contract 83, Il6f, 

118. J'3 

its science 269 


will never be dearly understood by 
the public 269 

the great problem of politics: And a 
form of government that places 
the law above man 179, 270 
government (2). m the common sense of 
the term 177, yra 

Great, the (Its Grands) 3if, 105*, 129, 
1S6, 190, 213 
great Being 

>57 

see aha God 
Grod 205, J14 

Grotius, Hugo Jtlvii, 42f, 46, 47, 49, 59, 

120. 146*, 158,297, 198 , 305 , 

3<>7 


happiness 

Stoics arc mistaken to equate it with 

but virtue teaches To enjoy it 265 
satisfaction with oneself is one of its 

condition? 264 

helots iij, '76 
Helveeius, Claude-Adrien 297 
Herodotus 34, 296, J09 
Hun to8*, joj 

Hobbes, Thomas xlvii, 42f. 292, 297, 

304/, 308 

his system 163-166 
his error 159,7646, 307 
“it is not so much what is horrible 
and false as what is just and true 
in his politics that has made it 
odious" 146 

no tolerable mean between (he most 
austere democracy and the most 
perfect Hobbesism 270 
Holland, after the expulsion of the 

tyrants 72 
Homer 182 
honor 141, 186 
honors 185 
/privileges 10 
humanity 275 
rights of 9 
sentiment of 15, 155 
t he Romans' 158 
Hume, David xxxiv, xlvjii, liii 
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illegitimate 

Forced taxation 25, 30 
pro6ts 36 

consequences of irrational conduct 45 
alleged right of slavery 48 
set oho legitimate 
imperial capitulations 214 
see also pacta conventa 
mposteurs 37 

imprescriptible, the law of nature 196 
inalienable 

one's children or their freedom 45 
sovereignty 57, 116 

inconveniences) 5, 26, 33, 34, 97, 100, 
110, 114, 115, 128, 163, 200, 
202, 208, 230, 253 

the advantages inseparable from them 

m 

inequality 

physical or natural 56 
of fortunes iq, 94 
natural/instituted 92 
earned i86f, 188 
see also equality 
interesi(s) xvi, xvii. 14 

private/public 19, 25, 48, 57, 6o[2]*, 

private /general good 155? 

apparent/raghtly understood 159, 269 

common 16, 57, 121, ui 

/duty 8, 15, 52 

/right 41 

/justice 62 

whether moral conduct is 

(selOittterested or not 261-263, 
269 

forms of (selljinterest 226, a6if, 263F 
intermediate orders 96 
internal voice, assent, judgment, 
sentiment 158, 277f, 283 
/proof 280 
ire also dictamen 

intolerance, theological and civil are the 
same 143, 151 


James II, King of England 59 
Jephtha 143, 304 
Jesus xxvf, xxx, 144 

his project to establish a spiritual 
kingdom on earth 144, 284 


which became the most violent 
despotism on earth 144 
separated the theological from the 
political system 144 
and has divided the sovereignty ever 
since I44f 

kings have tried to reassert their 
sovereignty, but failed 145 
performed no miracles 28s 
/Socrates 283-285 
see also Christianity 
Jews I43f 
Joseph 

economic policies 28 
leaving his coat behind 282 
Judas 266 
judges 22 if 

Judith 267, jtS 

juries 263f 
just/unjust 

rule of what is just and what unjust is 
the general will 6 
how the notions of it are acquired 
i6of 

its true principles based on the 

fundamental and universal law of 
ihe greatest good of ail 161 

universal 299 

from God or reason xiiif, 66, j99 
notion of, based on reciprocity xviif, 

10, 6if 

general will, rule of justice for 
domestic relations 7 
general will rule of what ii just and 
what unjust 6 
and law ro, 160 
requires severity 15 
/pity xxviii 

law of nature, rule of justice in 
foreign relations 7 

distributive 210 
the maxim of >90 
see altn merit; promotions 
Justinian 15$ 

Kant, Immanuel xxxviiif, xiiv, xlvi 
kingfs) 

large States cannot do without them 
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king(s) Umt ) 

initially instituted to be their people’s 

in also magistracy, magistrate(s); 
monarcfds), monarchy 

La Bruyerc, Jean de 266 
La Rochefoucauh, Franyois, due de 266 
Lacedaemonians 22 
see also Sparta, Spartans 
language 

the farcy of a universal language 155 
Laudum 204, j 14 
Lavoisier, Antoine-Laurent de 293 
lawfs) 10 

natural/of nature v:'. xii 
natural 

its notion not innate 157 

ir is not always perfectly evident 
269 

it is engraved in the heart 166 
of reason xvi, xixf, 153, 166 


of nature 117 

conservation of the species 170 
give preference to oneself 173 
rule of foreign relations 7, 163 

of the stronger" 233 
does not permit legislative authority 
to be restricted to only part of 
the citizenry or laws to obligate 
anyone who has not voted on 
them 196 

is sacred and imprescriptible 196 

speaks to the bean 163. >64, 1661 

“everyone is free regarding what 
does not harm others” i^f 

/of reason 61, 150 

natural/political considered abstractly 
269 

natural/civil (about taking life) i66f 

of the State, defined 67 
impossible to make laws that will not 
be abused 179 

short of having them rule the 
citizens’ hearts 179, 183 
ike great problem of politics: find a 
form of government that places 
the law above man 270 


spirit of the law(s) 12 
what the law does not prohibit it 
tolerates 224 
sumptuary 13, 37, 189 
Jewish 71, 284 
Muslim 71 

classification of laws 8of 
supreme, the salvation of the people 

fundamental xjciii, 17, 30, 52, 120, 

political' that each in all things 
prefer the greatest good of all 

universal: the greatest good of all 


Poland’s/genuine 2t7f 
political 80, 222 

morals fit, 84 
old laws iogf, i7$f 

the risks of reforming them 178L 


193. a°7 

unenforced laws 223f 
lawgiver(s) xxiif, it, 41, 68-72, 138 
noc motivated by reciprocity 69 
must feel capable of changing human 
nature 69 

neither magistrate nor sovereign 69 
frequently foreigners 70 
however consider 177 
forced to honor the gods with their 
Own wisdom 71 

their great soul and genius 7if, 180 

the Clergy as lawgiver t45 
in the collective sense of the term 
197, 200, 201, 250,3/3 

laziness 169 

Le Roy, Charles-George xlv 
legislative power 
the voice of God on earth 195 
/executive power 82, 116 


legitimate xvi, xvii, 7, 15, 27, 29, 30, 41, 
45, 56, 118, 120, 132, 140, 204 
/just 175 


authority 44 
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/force 30, 44 
rule of administration 41 
state/naruial state 175 
see also illegitimate 
l.eibnb, Gottfried Wilhelm J0j 

Leszinski, Stanislas see Stanislas 
Lesziciski 

Levasseur, Therese xxxiii 

hi Portia 18, 29.7 

l&erutn veto aoo, 201, 208, 209, 216-219, 
3/2, 3'4 

/majority rule 220 
Livy .[09, 318 

Locke, John xlvii, 297, 292, 293, 29?. 
30S, 320 

love and its objects 20 

of fatherland see patriotism 
Lucretius, T. Cams 321 
Luke 284 

luxury 36, 9t, T03, 115*, 184, r88f 224, 

«7. M9 

Lycurgus xxii, 6e, 69*, 70, 72, i8if 


Mably, Gabriel Monnot, abbe de xxxti, 
3". 324 

Machiavelli xxiii, xlvii, 9, 105* soft*, 
2<t7, S°4 
quoted fto', 71* 

his Prime is the book of republicans 
95 

magistracy, magistrate's) <82 
mainspring, spring (resson) 292, .700 
majority, majorities 49, 124!’ 

/ht’emm veto 220 

Malesherbes, Chrefien-Chiillauitie de 
Lamoignon de 304 

natural self-sufficiency 49, 168 
limited natural needs 169 

sociable/political xvi 
/citizen x, xiv-xxvi, 158 
religion of man/dtiaen i4ftf 
see also Socrates/Cato 

everywhere in chains 41 
/men as they are rvif, 41, 297 

Gods 266; hut for the children of 
Adam 270 

men as they are/as they should be tjf 


natural inclinations never annihilated 
164, 168 

a natural reserve of great passons in 

all hearts 22ft 

properly so-called, mean between 

brute and prodigy who make up 
nineteen-twentieths of mankind 
276 

mankind 154 

Marcellos, Marcus Claudius 172 
Marius, Caius 28f, 131, 294/ 
marriage, civil/religious 15s* 
materialism 274-280, 320 
order by chance 277L 27M 
matter, active or passive 280, 320 
matter, sentient or insentient xlviiif 

/dualism 274, 27W, 280 

organic molecules 278f 
matemal/paternal authority 4 
Matthew 284 

matim(s) 47, q;, 98. 121, 123, 124, 126, 
127, '29. 'bo, 190, 22J, 2S7 
of politics/tule of right 119 
merit 94, 96, 134, 138, 188, 190, 212, 
221, 250, 252, 26l, 283 
Mexico 77* 
minority see majority 
Minos 72, 172 

Mirabeau, Victor Riquetti, Marquis dc 
268-271, JJ9 
miracles 285, 322 
monarch(s), monarchy 8qf 
anctena/modern 55!* 
guided by die general will or the law 
is a republic 67 

elective/hereditary 49, 129, 213-215, 

Polish 211-215, 248-255 
money, its demoralising effects 22$f 
/corvees 113, 226 
Montaigne, Michel de 294 
Montesquieu, Charles-I.ouis de 

Seconds! xlv, 30, 91, 100, 125, 
292, ayj, J02, 304 

moral xliv, 292 

/physical xlv, 50, fti, 176, 292 
causes 8a 
persons 92, 94 
"only” a moral person 17ft 
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mart (cm,.) ^ 

mathematical precision 85, 105 
possibilities greater than we imagine 
no, i7Qf 

morality 7, 261, 283 
morals (moeurs) xxif, xlv 
/laws xlvf, 84, 131. 139 
/opinion and the objects of 1 nation’s 
esteem 141, t88f 

Moses xxiti, xxx, 143, 180, i8if, 284 
Moultou, Paol-Claude 265 
Muhammad xxiti, 71, 14; 
mutual 1,1 reciprocity 

natural right set right 
of things, the object of Rousseau's 
of things/human convention 66, 80, 

176- 3>o 

natural order 87, 91, 93, 155 

denature xvii 

so to speak change human nature 69 
human nature unchanged 110 
natural inclinations never 
annihilated 164, 168 
invincible 80, 176 
voice of nature 154 
law of nature see law 

Numa xxii, 60, 127*, i8tf 
ochlocracy 108 

Oceavius, C. or Octavian Caesar 106* 
Offreville, Gimprel d 1 261-265, 3/7 
oligarchy 108 
opinion^) 

public accountability for 150 
see also public opinion 
order 

conformable to ordei by the nature of 
things 66 

natural order 87, 91, 93 
order of nature 279 
whether we have a natural love of 
order 262 

whether order can be accounted for 
by chance 276f, 278f 
Otanes 296 


social 49-51, 63, 66, 176 
the principle of life of the body 

alone requires unanimity 1*3 
inscribed in the general will 171 
its foundation is property 4. 23. 25, 
»9, 37, 5+-56' 161 
of the rich with the pour 32 

pacta corsventa 198, 213, 258,3/3 
set also imperial capitulations 
paganism 142-144 

efforts to restore it have failed 145 
and must fail 145 

Palatine, Palatinate 194. 204, 206, 2oyf, 
20gf, 211, Jl8, 223, 234, 237, 
242ft 25of, 252, inf 3/3, 3/4 
passions 

only great ones do great things 267 
move to action far more than rational 
self-interest does a6gf 
patemal/maternal authority 4 
paternal power/political authority 3-6, 
42, 45, 2y/ 
paternal rights 45 
see also Patriareha 
Patnarcha 5, 221 

patriotism xxii, 15C 179, 182, 1&3, 184, 

185, 189, 191, 19*, l?7 

and public education 20-23 
patriot/courtiei 207 
enlightened by experience 216 
patriotic heroism 258 
/humanity xxix, i5f 

uf (jod 46, 174, 298 
/war I7»f 
state Of 174 

making peace or declaring war are not 
acts of sovereignty 58 
people (the) 162, 177 
peopled) 49. S' 

conditions for the institution of a 
people 73-78 

popular sovereignty xxif. xxivf, xavn 
the people assembled 1 to—116 passim 
the people of Athens usurping 
government 62 
the Roman people being both 

sovereign and magistrate no 
its salvation, the supreme law 269 
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Persia 14 

Peter the Great, Tsar of Russia 73, 186 
philosophy, philosophers) 20. j 18 
/theology, theologians ig6f 

barbarous philosopher 162 

our base philosophy 180 

(our) philosophers 253 

the new philosophy 263 

the current philosophical fashion 275 

the philosophical sect 276 

how far it is useful to practice it 276 

difficult to philosophize disinterestedly 

275 

and detachmert/attachmenr to 
political society 31S 
pity ah, 160, 162, 164, 271, 293 

Plato 72, 274, 284 
Alrifaadts 294 
Euthypkre 303 
Laws 11, 292,^94 
Rtpublu 282, J22 
Salesman 69, 98, 299 
Pliny (the Elder) S2g 
Plutarch 

Cuo the Younger 294 

Gllba 194 

Ljev’gut 310 
FihlUS J 09 

Sayings of Kings quoted 97 
That Beasts Use Reason 43* 

Poland 177-260 passim 

>77f ,3><^3i2 
anarchy 183, u)8f 
Rousseau's proposed reform of (he 
traditional orders 194-197 
King of 211-215 
poluiU) It, 73, joo 
political 

economy 3-38, 290 
authoriry/patemaJ power 3-6, 42 
reform and its risks 72, 119, 178!, 

t«f 

right see right, political 
politician^), pohtiqve(s) li 

everything depends on it axxi 
the great problem: find a form of 


government that places the law 
above man 179, 270 
Pompey 16, 293 

Poniatowski, Stanislas-August, King of 
Poland 2s8f, jio 
pooling xviif, six, 69 
popular see government, popular 
population growth, size 183, 229, 271 
Porte see Turkey 
possession/property 54 
power 51 

precept 44, 155, 184, 191 
sacred 157 
do unto others 161 
the philosophers' 166 
pride [fierie") iSt, 258, 277 
( orgeusl) 192, 280, 283 
Prince see government 
principle(s) 

the primary object of Rousseau's 
inquiries 163 
of natural right 46 
uf political right 39, 57, 59, 6zf, 82, 

1 >8 

the political society 271, 194 
of particular, political and civil 

societies »66 

of the just and the unjust 161 

of the right of war 47, 30 7 
of a well-constituted State based on 
the nature of things 80 
of (he various forms of government 
87 - 89 , ' ft , 215 

of the (proposed) Polish constitution: 
equality 215 

of being well governed and of human 
prosperity 105* 

bv which to ascertain the genera] will 
>*S 

of the political science of Courts 256 
acting on principle/by nature 281 
it is against Rousseau's to make others 
adopt his opinion 272 
privileges 216 
/honors to 
progress 

the abbe de Saint-Pierre's belief in it; 
why it is wrong 269 
promotions, graduated 190, 192, 221, 

222f, 239-248 
the four ranks 
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promotions, graduated {(mi .) 

Servants of the State (spa painae) 

Citizens elect (ri'ri elecfus) 241 
Guardian of the Laws (cwroj legion) 
242 

Kings of Glorious memory 254 
the Censorial Committees 244-247 
emancipation 245f 

election and posthumous judgment of 
kings 253-255 
ree also justice, distributive 
proof/sentiment 2X0 
property 4, 23, 25, 29, 37, 54-56, 161 
/possession 54 
set also right(s) 
prudence 88, 140 
public (the) 

will never clearly understand the 
science of government 269 
public/domestic 
economy 3-5, 42 
education 20-23 

public games, festivals, ceremonies 1 
public opinion, esteem, admiration 141C 

i88f 

public scrutiny, judgment, voice 239, 

24a, 245, 247, 249, 2g2f 
public treasury or domain 25—27 

its administration 2bf 
growing demands on it 27-29 

legitimate bases for taxes 2qf 
publicans see tax farmers 
Pufendorf, Samuel, Baron de vii, xlv, 

24, 291, 294. m 

punishments 11, 13, 65, 179, 29a 
of the wicked 151 
penal laws So 

Quesnay de Saint-Germain 294 
Rabelais, Frangois 4; 

Racine, Jean 321 

Radom, commissioners of 204, ?<y 

regulative/instrumental xiif, xtiif, 66 
instrumental/passion afcgf 
common reason very narrow 269, 272 
why one rarely if ever adopts 
another’s opinions 27a 
one's own/the public 5 
of state (ra/iim d'ilal) 163, 169, 2$6 


"only” a being of reason 176 
see also law, of reason; persuade/ 
convince; proof/sentiment 
reciprocity 

between individuals and the public 51 
between individuals 6if 
notion of equality, justice based on It 
xviiif, 10, 62, 66 
see nisei lawgiver 

its risks 1 ty, 178?, tcfjf 
wrong way to go about it 197 

religion xxv-xxvii, txixf 


of man/of citi2en 146-149 
or disine natural/dtvinc civil or 
positive right 146, jog 
system of religion, i.e of rewards/ 
punishments in other life 262 
of the priesi 145, 146L 151 
considered politically 147—149 
considered in terms of right I49f 
religious persecutions 
of the Jews i43f 
of the Christians 144 
religiuus/civi! intolerance 143, 15! 
repose/freedom sn, 178 
representative^) 30, 37, 112, 1 r^f, 195, 


or deputies 113-115 
the Roman tribunes as the people's 
representatives 206 
republic 
defined 67 
characterized 257f 

Retz, Cardinal de see Gondi, Paul de 
reverie 260 

revolution xxv, xxx, 72!, 244, 246, 247 
Rey, Marc-Miche! J07 
right (ad)) xxi. 124 
right (1) in.) 

/force 41, 43f 
of che stronger 43f 
/fact 42, u6, ij2, 167, 297 
alleged right of silvery 44-48 
/law xif 

properly so called xii, xxix, 160 
reasoned or systematic natural 
(nisonne) xiviii. 160 
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healthy ideas of it spread late 15ft 

form body politic 217 
better graven in men’s hearts than 
in Justinian's code 2:2 
political xv-xvii, xxix, 30, 37. 39. S9. 

natural/political xvf, xviii, 46, 61 
politi cal t' posi ti ve 160 

positive or right properly so called 

posirive/civility 160 
social older a sacred right 4.1, $2 
right of one people’s gods 143 

146 . JOS 

of nations 152, 163 

rigorous, strict 119, 299 

rightfs) (2) (n.) ’ * 

everyone’s natural right to everything 

Hobbes's natural right of everyone to 
everything 164 
of the state of nature 17, 45 
that are prior to the state of society 
29* 

of society founded upon the rights of 

nature 176 
176 

alienating ill one’s rights to the 
community 50, 6t, 63 
of the hist occupant gaf 
of property 3f, 23J 25, 37, 54, 56 

of farhers/of magistrates 5 

Of fathers 45 
of humanity 9 

by nature to participate in one's 
country’s administration 246 
inviolable rights of the State 18 
of lings/of peoples 59 
of the citizen/of the sovereign hi 
individuals’ rights and freedom 199 
of the government or Prince 1 ]6 
attaching to 1 public role or function 

the government’s right to suspend 
rights deemed dangerous 119 


victor's alleged right to kill the 
vanquished 461' 
of life and death 64f 
10 pardon 6; 
to emigrate 120 
to vote 12a, 195 

to participate in public dehates 122 
no natural right to superiority because 
of good birth 187 
/duties 66 
see also duty 

Riquetti, Victor, Marquis de Mirabeau 
jee Mirabeau 

Riviere, Mercier de la 31 g 
Robinson Crusoe 43 
Rome. Romans iS, 23 
the freest and most powerful people 

their strong souls c 79f 
the first Romans' morals 131, 139 
eariy/late 28 
/modem peoples 131 
its successive forms of government 
106* 

after the expulsion of the Tarquins 

72, iob* 

political divisions of the population 
into Tribes etc. 127-131 
the assemblies or comities JJlf 
the effect of the Tribes in the comma 
>3 2wI 35 

the people usurped functions of 
government 132, 136 
Censors, the Censorship 129, 131, 

■4>f, 3°if 

Tribunes 106*, 112, 114, 132, 136 
under the Emperors 123 
their humanity 158 
their lawyers 223 

Romulus 25, to6*, 127*, 130, 132, 181 
Rousseau, Jeart-Jacques 
life xxxii-xxxiv 
supposed “utopianism" XX)U 
his “dictionary’* or lexicon I 
his unpublished writings xliiif 
his answering letters out of duty 26$, 
266, 267, 285 

his duty publicly to state his opinion 
in nutters important and relevant 
to humanity 268 
reading him requires care and 
attention xliv, 82, 127 
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Rousseau, Jcan-Jacques (con!) 
citizen of Geneva 39, 41 
the object of his inquiries is the 

principles 163; and the nature of 
things 168 

Russia, Russians 73, 17b, 183, 256, 257. 
258 


meet mod 147, 363/ 
sacred (sacrel 

social utder a sacred right 41 


sanctitv of the social contract 52 
sovereign power is sacred 63 
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